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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
for Authority, Among Other Things, to Increase
Rates and Charges for Electric and Gas Service
Effective on January 1, 2027. (U 39 M)

A.25-05-009

NOTICE OF EX PARTE COMMUNICATION

Pursuant to Rule 8.4 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission, the California Community Choice Association! (CalCCA) hereby provides
notice of the following ex parte meeting related to the above referenced proceeding.

Manisha Lakhanpal, Advisor to Commissioner Baker, Kyle Navis, Senior Advisor to
Commissioner Baker, Justin Galle, Advisor to President Reynolds, and Seina Soufiani, Advisor
to President Reynolds met with CalCCA on August 13, 2026, from 1:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. via
video conference.

CalCCA’s participants in this meeting included: Julia Kantor, Partner, Keyes & Fox LLP;
Gonzalo Rodriguez, Associate, Keyes & Fox LLP; Ryan Matley, Principal, NewGen Strategies
& Solutions; Leanne Bober, Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy General Counsel,

CalCCA; and Willie Calvin, Senior Regulatory Case Manager, CalCCA.

! 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.



During this meeting, CalCCA discussed its arguments made in briefing in this

proceeding. Attachment A hereto is the presentation that was utilized during the meeting and

emailed to decisionmakers before meeting.

August 13, 2026

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

On behalf of
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION
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California Community Choice
Association’s Issues in PG&E's
Phase | GRC
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CalCCA's Primary Proposals Would Save Ratepayers
Over $10 Million Annually & Prevent a Cost Shift of Over $100 Million

KEYES&FOX~



CalCCA Also Recommends Additional Cost Reductions,
Refunds, & Cost Allocation Fixes Benefitting All Ratepayers

CalCCA Proposal Cost Impact

KEYES&FOX+



The Commission Should Re-Vintage Eight Hydro Assets for
Purposes of PCIA Cost Recovery

Core problem
o  PG&E proposes unbundled customers bear the financial burden of investment decisions PG&E is making

today, on behalf of its current bundled customers, to extend the operational lifespans of these assets.
o If the Commission does not act in this proceeding, it will be sanctioning a cost shift of ~$110-$147 million.

CalCCA proposal: The Commission should order PG&E to move these eight hydro facilities from the Legacy UOG
vintage to the 2027 vintage for purposes of PCIA cost recovery.

Context: growing Commission recognition of the need to reconsider asset vintage assignments
o  Re-vintaging triggered by PPA extensions and amendments
o  Re-vintaging triggered by reinvestments in utility-owned generation (UOG)

RC ver PCIA OIR n vintaging i
o  GRC scope: determination regarding cost allocation for the over $1.6 billion investment PG&E is proposing in
these assets in this case.

o  PCIAOIR scope: determination regarding the going-forward policy framework for re-vintaging of UOG assets
across the three I0Us’ service territories.

KEYES&FOX~



The Commission Should Reconsider an Asset’s Vintage Assignment
in Cases of Substantial Reinvestment

Reconsideration of a UOG
vintage assignment is to be
reviewed on a case-by-case

basis, based on a fact-specific —
analysis of whether the

investment causes one of the
following triggering events to B
occur:*

*See D.23-11-069, at 511; D.18-10-019, at 135.

In D.23-11-069, the Commission found:
1. Forthe 12 assets at issue in that case, there was insufficient record

evidence to order re-vintaging.

2. Going forward, PG&E must provide more robust testimony on re- EY ES & FOX -

vintaging issues when it proposes certain types of investments in UOG.




Eight Hydro Assets in this Case Implicate Several Triggers

Hydro Assets Implicating Re-Vintaging Triggers

Hydro Asset Relicensing Changing 2025-2030 Investment*
Life Extension? Function?

KEYES&FOX~

*Note the percent of original cost has been adjusted for inflation over the life of the hydro asset.



Asset Life Extension Constitutes a New Cost Obligation on
Behalf of Bundled Customers

FERC License Expiration and Relicensing Asset Life Extensions in Depreciation Study Full Depreciation of Original Cost of the Asset
v' For each of the hydro assets at issue, PG&E v" PG&E's depreciation study end-of-life dates v" The original term of an asset’'s FERC license is the
made the affirmative decision to seek an represent the probable retirement dates for each primary factor PG&E uses to determine the end-
extension of the asset lifespan with FERC. asset, as estimated by PG&E’s own experts based  of-life date for the asset at the time of initial
on their best professional judgment. investment for purposes of its depreciation study.
v
v PG&E's proposed depreciation study extends the v* Therefore, relicensing of an asset generally occurs
end-of-life date for each of the hydro assets at the point at which PG&E has achieved full
between 10 and 42 years, generally in line with depreciation of the asset.

the asset’s new anticipated license term.

v PG&E had other options it could exercise at thisv’
decision point (e.g., selling or retiring these
assets).

v' PG&E s taking on a significant financial Any further significantinvestment in the asset
investment to prepare these facilities for (i.e., to support relicensing for an extended asset
additional decades of service. lifespan) represents a new investment distinct

from PG&E'’s original commitment.

v PG&Eis committing to comply with any
new licensing requirements that FERC might
impose.

KEYES&FOX~



PG&E is Making These Investments on Behalf of Current Bundled Load

v" PG&E cannot make generation commitments on behalf of unbundled
customers unless it is specifically ordered to do so.

v PG&E effectively conceded that the two largest benefits associated with

these assets are their two largest monetary value streams: energy and
capacity value.

v' PG&E’s witness conceded that PG&E's bundled load was a driving factor in
PG&E's decision-making around whether to sell, retire, or reinvest.

v In the majority of RA compliance periods over the last five years, PG&E has
used these assets to fulfill its RA requirements for its bundled customers.

NPV Analysis of Alternative Paths

o Values are in 20185, 000s Past Costs [based on 12/31/17 bal Future Costs (30-yr NPV Forgone Energy Values (30-yr NPV)
»
CWIP (Direct + | Sales Proceeds | LUinrecovered
NEV [Direct « - Cost recovery | RR of past costs Future O&M | RE of future RR associated with . TOTAL COST TO
Options Allocated (Price-trans. costs for R Energy RECs Capacity Total
Allocated) Relicensing) casts) P assumptions. (30 year NPV) Expense CAPX ‘total future costs CUSTOMERS
TH] = cost
(F) = cost recovery, recovery of (L=
1) 8 =] (D) = (A)+(B)-(C) (E} of (D) based on (G} future CAPX (= (GH{H) 1] k1) K2 meikapizy | M= L
15 based on (£}
Standard 50-Year|
1. Continue to Own and Revenue
Operata the Asset 5 30,719 | § 1,584 | § - |5 32,303 Recovery | § 37,278 5 15710 (% 14,620 | § 33| |$ $ - $ 67,607
Acceleratad 1-
2. Sell the Asset and Transfer Woar Revenue
in 2019 5 30,719 |5 1,588 | 5 (50 5 32,353 Recovery 5 31,746 5 1,557 | § a5 1602 |5 9,889 2,863 2,605 15,357 5 48,705
3. Surrender License and 1-Year Revenue
Decommission in 2024 3 30,719 |4 1,588 |5 -5 32,303 |Recovery in 2024 $ 34,831 3 14,212 | § 3438 17,650 5 7494 2,108 1,824 11,426 3 63,906

PG&E recovers capital costs through o standard revenue requirement model which includes return on capital, book depreciation, income taxes, property taxes, O&M and insurance. We sum up these components for each year of the revenue requirements schedule and
then calculate the Net Present Value (NFV) based on our authorized after-tax cost of capital of 7%. We don't include franchise fee and uncollectibles in this revenue requirement model.

See CalCCAEX-6
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The Commission Should Reject PG&E's Arguments Against Re-Vintaging

CalCCA Perspective PG&E Perspective
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The Commission Should Remove Hydro Facilities That are Not
Used and Useful from the Revenue Requirement

e Core problem: PG&E admits that nine hydro assets remaining in its revenue requirement are not operational
and cannot return to generation service if called upon. PG&E has no plans to return these facilities to
generation service, yet it proposes to earn a return on these assets.

e CalCCA proposal: Apply Commission longstanding used-and-useful precedent and:
1. Remove these nine hydro assets from the revenue requirement; and
2. Allow PG&E to recover any remaining net book value through a no-return regulatory asset, amortized
over the test year period.

e Impact:
o These nine assets represent $40 million of PG&E's 2027 rate base and $20 million of the 2027
revenue requirement.
o For some, PG&E has continued to earn a return for decades: Centerville out of service since 2011 due
to penstock integrity issues; placed in CAISO mothball status in 2021. By the end of the test year,

ratepayers will have paid a return on this non-operating asset for 19 consecutive years.

KEYES&FOX~



Appendix: Additional Background Slides

KEYES&FOX~



PG&E's Arguments Against Hydro Asset Re-Vintaging

PG&E Position CalCCA Response

KEYES&FOX+



No Longer Used and Useful Hydro Assets — Overview

Core problem
O  PG&E is asking ratepayers to keep paying a return on 13 hydro facilities that are unable to generate power. That violates

the bedrock ratemaking principle that a utility may earn a return only on property that is used and useful (Smyth v. Ames,
169 U.S. 466; D.84-09-089). Only two Commission-recognized exceptions exist — Plant Held for Future Use, and projects
prudently pursued but abandoned during a period of high risk. Neither applies here.

CalCCA's proposal: Remove all 13 assets from the revenue requirement; recover any remaining net book value through a no-return
regulatory asset, amortized over the test year period.

Context: nine non-operational hydro assets remain in PG&E's rate base
O  PG&E originally included in its revenue requirement 13 non-operational hydro facilities. CalCCA pushed back, and PG&E

acknowledged that four assets were already retired or sold — Coal Canyon, Lime Saddle, Kern Canyon, Chili Bar — and
erroneously remained on PG&E's books. PG&E admitted these accounting errors and has since removed all or a portion of
these assets from their books, but not the revenue requirement (they will be removed at the next RO model run, for which
PG&E has not committed to a timeline).

O Nine non-operational assets remain— Kilarc & Cow Creek, Kerckhoff 1, Potter Valley, San Joaquin #1A/#2/#3 (Crane
Valley), Centerville (DeSabla-Centerville), Inskip (Battle Creek), Hamilton Branch. PG&E's witness confirmed at hearing that
these facilities cannot generate electricity and cannot return to service if called upon, and that PG&E has no plans to return
theseto service.

O  Financial impact: These 13 assets represent $45.2 million of PG&E's 2027 rate base and $20.7 million of the 2027 revenue
requirement.

lllustrative example — Centerville powerhouse:
O Out of service since February 2011 due to penstock integrity issues; placed in CAISO mothball status in 2021. By the end of

the test year, ratepayers will have paid a return on this non-operating asset for 19 consecutive years.



No Longer Used and Useful Hydro Assets -
PG&E’s Position

® PG&E's Post-Hoc “Retirement Test”
o  PG&E argues these assets stay used-and-useful until they satisfy PG&E's own three-part test: (1) permanent
cessation of generation; (2) FERC approval of license surrender; (3) CAISO authorization of permanent retirement.
o  PG&E itself admits that criteria 2 and 3 are merely its own "interpretation of accounting rules"— not law or
Commission precedent.
o Under this test, PG&E could earn a return on a dead assetin perpetuity simply by never applying for retirement
approval. PG&E's own witness (Doidge) conceded this at hearing.

e PG&E's accounting-practice defenses do not limit the Commission's ratemaking authority

o  PG&E argues that standard accounting practices under the FERC Uniform System of Accounts prevent the remaining
nine facilities from being removed from rate base.

o  The Commission has expressly held that the FERC Uniform System of Accounts is "not controlling as to the
ratemaking policies" the Commission may adopt (D.03-12-056).

o  The Commission has ordered PG&E to remove non-operational generation facilities from rate base before (D.91107
— Humboldt Bay; D.92-12-057 — Geysers).

e PG&F'srelian n D.11-05-01 rength ICCA’s argum

O  PG&E relies on an acontextual reading of D.11-05-018 to argue that the Commission should not look only at the
operational status of the facility, but rather on the “totality of the circumstances.”

o The circumstances that caused the Commission to allow PG&E to continue earning a return on no longer used and
useful electromechanical meters: (1) The Commission had encouraged PG&E to replace these meters with smart
meters; (2) The Commission had previously determined that replacing these meters would be cost effective.

KEYES&FOX~



Summary

Additional Issues

Cost Impact
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