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CHAPTER 1 – MARGINAL TRANSMISSION CAPACITY COSTS 1 

(Witness: Christopher Hogan) 2 
 3 
I. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 4 

This chapter presents the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities 5 

Commission’s (Cal Advocates) rebuttal testimony in response to the marginal 6 

transmission capacity cost (MTCC) proposals from Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 7 

(PG&E) of $63.61 per kilowatt-year (kW-year),1 Solar Energy Industries Association 8 

(SEIA) of $86.22 per kW-year,2 and Agricultural Energy Consumers Association 9 

(AECA) of $125 per megawatt hour (MWh).3   10 

The Commission should adopt PG&E’s MTCC calculation method and proposal, 11 

because it accurately categorizes which transmission projects are deferrable, accurately 12 

reflects the avoided cost value of deferring transmission capacity projects, and correctly 13 

uses a five-year input data horizon consistent with the Avoided Cost Calculator (ACC).  14 

The Commission should reject SEIA’s MTCC proposal because a six-year input data 15 

horizon4 provides no additional benefits over PG&E’s five-year horizon proposal, and it 16 

skews costs higher than a five-year horizon through the introduction of erroneous, 17 

rescoped or deferred transmission project cost data into the MTCC calculation.  Further, 18 

the Commission should reject AECA’s MTCC proposal because AECA’s proposal does 19 

 
1 A.24-09-014, Pacific Gas and Electric Company 2023 General Rate Case Phase II Errata Testimony to 
April 18, 2025 Prepared Testimony Exhibit (PG&E-2) Cost of Service Studies (PG&E-2), Chapter 5: 
Marginal Transmission Capacity Costs (Chapter 5), October 29, 2025, at 5-1, line 18-20. 
2 A.24-09-014, Prepared Direct Testimony of R. Thomas Beach on Behalf of the Solar Energy Industries 
Association, March 9, 2026 (SEIA Opening Testimony), at 25, lines 11-12. 
3 A.24-09-014, Direct Testimony of Richard McCann, PH.D. on Marginal Costs, Revenue Allocation, and 
Rate Design Issues on Behalf of the Agricultural Energy Consumers Association, March 9, 2026 (AECA 
Opening Testimony), at 22, line12, through 23 line 2.  
4 SEIA Opening Testimony, at 25, lines 20-22. 
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not reflect the value of avoidable transmission capacity costs and thus does not meet the 1 

functional definition of an MTCC.5   2 

II. DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS 3 

A. PG&E’s Deferability Criteria Results in an MTCC which 4 
Accurately Reflects Avoided Transmission Capacity 5 
Costs.   6 

The Commission should adopt PG&E’s proposed deferability criteria for MTCC 7 

input data6 because it vastly improves upon the MTCC input data utilized for the adopted 8 

MTCC in PG&E’s 2020 GRC II.7  Even though the MTCC adopted in PG&E’s 2020 9 

GRC II reflected SEIA’s proposal in that previous proceeding,8 SEIA implicitly supports 10 

PG&E’s proposed deferability criteria in this 2023 GRC II proceeding.9  Marginal costs 11 

reflect the cost of incremental infrastructure investments the utility can defer based on an 12 

incremental change in aggregate customer peak demand.  In other words, if customers 13 

 
5 See Appendix B, Attachment 1, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 48, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf, accessed June 9, 2026.  (The 2024 ACC provides an MTCC description, 
“Transmission avoided capacity costs represent the potential cost impacts on utility transmission 
investments from changes in peak loadings on the utility systems. The paradigm is that reductions in peak 
loadings via customer demand reductions, distributed generation, or storage could reduce the need for 
some transmission projects and allow for deferral or avoidance of those projects.”) 
6 PG&E-2, Chapter 4: Deferrable Transmission Capacity Projects (Chapter 4), Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 
GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, at 4-3. 
7 Decision (D.) 21-11-016, Decision Adopting Marginal Costs, Revenue Allocation, and Rate Designs for 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, November 19, 2021, Conclusion of Law 23, at 164 (“It is reasonable 
to adopt SEIA’s proposed MTCC of $52.45 per kW-year on the presumption that approximately 27 
percent of PG&E’s near-term planned transmission investments are related to capacity needs and 
therefore will be impacted by customer reductions in peak demand in response to marginal cost signals.”). 
8 D.21-11-016, Conclusion of Law 23, at 164 (“It is reasonable to adopt SEIA’s proposed MTCC of 
$52.45 per kW-year on the presumption that approximately 27 percent of PG&E’s near-term planned 
transmission investments are related to capacity needs and therefore will be impacted by customer 
reductions in peak demand in response to marginal cost signals.”). 
9 SEIA Opening Testimony, at 1 (“PG&E has made significant improvements in its method for 
calculating its MTCC. These include more reasonable criteria for determining which future transmission 
projects are capacity-related and a more extensive showing of how PG&E determines which projects 
qualify as deferrable according to these criteria. SEIA recommends one adjustment to PG&E’s calculated 
MTCC – given the “lumpiness” of transmission additions, the MTCC calculation should look at 
deferrable transmission projects over the same six-year forward period used to assess MGCCs.”). 
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unexpectedly increase their aggregate peak demand, the utility must make additional 1 

infrastructure investments using ratepayer approved funds to increase the grid’s capacity 2 

to meet that increase in demand and maintain reliable service.  In contrast, if customers 3 

unexpectedly reduce their aggregate demand, the utility can defer the optional 4 

infrastructure investments and corresponding cost.10  Therefore, the marginal cost value 5 

reflects the deferable, optional infrastructure investment costs from changes in aggregate 6 

customer demand.   7 

In contrast, if current transmission grid capacity is insufficient to meet customer 8 

demand under normal operating conditions, the utility cannot reasonably avoid certain 9 

infrastructure investments necessary to maintain grid reliability requirements unless 10 

enormous and unlikely changes in customer demand occur.  The MTCC calculation 11 

should exclude transmission infrastructure investments the utility cannot reasonably 12 

avoid.  For example, if transmission grid capacity does not meet current federal 13 

requirements to reduce the chance of an overload event or blackout with no change in 14 

customer demand, a project intended to increase transmission capacity to meet the federal 15 

reliability requirements should not be considered deferrable.  In other words, the project’s 16 

cost does not reflect a marginal cost, because the only circumstance where the utility 17 

would not be required to make the investment would be under the unlikely scenario of 18 

enormous decreases in customer demand.  The investment would be required to maintain 19 

reliability even if load remained flat or decreased within a standard range.  PG&E’s 20 

proposed deferability criteria provide a reasonable threshold for determining whether a 21 

transmission capacity infrastructure investment categorization should fall under 22 

deferrable or required.    23 

 
10 This statement assumes sufficient transmission capacity to meet current customer demand. 
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1. PG&E’s deferability criteria outlines which 1 
transmission projects could be deferred based on 2 
federal reliability standards.   3 

In this proceeding, PG&E reasonably expanded which transmission projects it 4 

considers deferrable compared to its 2020 GRC II proposal.  The proposed expansion 5 

includes projects that increase transmission capacity that address capacity deficiencies 6 

with a probability of less than 25%.11  In contrast, PG&E previously proposed projects 7 

which only address transmission capacity deficiencies with a probability of 10% or less 8 

in PG&E’s 2020 GRC II.12  PG&E supports its proposed expansion of the deferability 9 

criteria by stating the 25% overload threshold selection is “where overloaded facilities 10 

may begin to experience adverse operational effects, such as overheating and reduced 11 

stability.”13  Further, the increased 25% overload threshold was developed using PG&E’s 12 

“cascading outage risk assessment methodology,” which PG&E also uses to meet its 13 

North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC)14 requirements.15  Lastly, 14 

PG&E’s proposed 25% overload threshold falls toward the middle of the range where 15 

PG&E asserts transmission line relays and transformers typically trigger thermal 16 

protections (115% - 150%) depending on the overload time duration.16  Thus, PG&E’s 17 

25% threshold for determining whether a transmission project can be deferred strikes a 18 

reasonable balance between reliability and practicality. 19 

 
11 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, line 1, at 4-3. 
12 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, lines 1-2, at 4-3. 
13 See Appendix B, Attachment 2, PG&E’s response to DR Cal Advocates-PG&E-013, question 1a, sent 
on January 17, 2025. 
14 NERC is a not-for-profit, non-governmental entity to which the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission has delegated authority to create and enforce compliance with reliability standards, available 
at: https://www.nerc.com/who-we-are, accessed September 22, 2026. 
15 See Appendix B, Attachment 2, PG&E’s response to DR Cal Advocates-PG&E-013, question 1b, sent 
on January 17, 2025. 
16 See Appendix B, Attachment 3, PG&E’s response to DR Cal Advocates-PG&E-013, question 2, sent 
on January 17, 2025. 
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2. Not all transmission capacity infrastructure 1 
investments are deferrable.   2 

PG&E’s deferability criteria for incorporating input data into the MTCC results in 3 

a more accurate avoided cost than including all capacity related transmission projects into 4 

the MTCC.17  PG&E’s criteria excludes necessary transmission project costs to meet 5 

reliability requirements under flat or even decreasing demand conditions, and costs that 6 

are only avoidable if extreme and unlikely reductions in load occur.  In this Application, 7 

PG&E proposes to exclude these required transmission projects from the MTCC 8 

calculation.18  First, PG&E specifically categorizes transmission projects that increase 9 

capacity to mitigate current overload conditions and reduce the potential for blackouts 10 

under current conditions or with one component failure as not deferrable.19  Second, 11 

PG&E also categorizes transmission capacity projects intended to withstand or recover 12 

from extreme events as not deferrable.20  Lastly, PG&E proposes to consider transmission 13 

projects intended to mitigate high voltage conditions due to reduced load at particular 14 

hours of the day, and projects intended to manage fault currents that do not depend on 15 

load growth as not deferable.21   16 

PG&E’s proposed method for categorizing and only including deferable 17 

transmission capacity projects in its MTCC aligns with the MTCC calculation formula 18 

and with the Avoided Cost Calculator’s method for selecting transmission projects to be 19 

included in it MTCC calculation.  MTCC calculations include the Real Economic 20 

 
17 D.21-11-016, at 67 (The MTCC method adopted by D.21-11-016 incorrectly considers all transmission 
project costs intended to increase transmission grid capacity as deferable which does not hold up to 
scrutiny, because this method includes projects necessary to meet reliability requirements without 
changes in demand that cannot be deferred.  In D.21-11-016, the Commission was unconvinced of 
PG&E’s arguments that “PG&E essentially argued that if a transmission project is related to reliability 
concerns or Commission mandates then it cannot be deferred, regardless of whether that reliability 
concern is tied to peak demand.”). 
18 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, at 4-11, lines 15-21.   
19 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, lines 1 and 9, at 
4-3.   
20 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, lines 8, at 4-3.   
21 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-1: 2020 and 2023 GRC II Deferability Criteria Mapping, lines 5, at 4-3.   
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Carrying Cost (RECC) factor as an input.22  Inclusion of the RECC factor results in an 1 

MTCC which represents the annualized, avoided cost of deferring a transmission capacity 2 

related project for one year.23  PG&E’s categorization and inclusion of only deferable 3 

transmission capacity projects in its MTCC produces a meaningful MTCC that reflects 4 

the avoided costs from deferring a transmission capacity project for one year due to a 5 

change in customer demand.  Mechanically, the RECC factor can be mathematically 6 

applied to all transmission capacity costs (deferrable and not deferrable).  However, 7 

including unavoidable capacity related costs produces an overestimate of MTCC over the 8 

“true” value, because the unavoidable costs are added in the numerator of the MTCC 9 

equation.24  Further, the resulting MTCC loses all practical meaning, because including 10 

unavoidable costs in a measure tasked with representing avoidable costs presents a 11 

contradiction.  Effectively, this incorrect and inflated MTCC would represent the avoided 12 

cost value of necessary and unavoidable transmission project costs.   13 

The Commission should adopt PG&E’s proposed deferability criteria for 14 

developing an MTCC, because the criteria isolates the projects that the utility could 15 

actually defer, consistent with the ACC, thus producing a more accurate MTCC and 16 

avoided cost value.  In contradiction to the MTCC adopted in D.21-11-016, the MTCCs 17 

adopted for Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric 18 

 
22 PG&E-2, Chapter 5, at 5-5, lines 14-16.   
23 See Appendix B, Attachment 4, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 86-87, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf, accessed June 9, 2026.  (“The DTIM RECC annualizes the full unit cost of 
the projects over the life of the project (50-60 years) and reflects revenue requirement components (e.g., 
taxes) that increase the cost of the project to ratepayers. This is equivalent to value of deferring the 
revenue requirement cost of the project and all of the project’s future replacements by one year.   his 
paradigm of the one-year replacement value is how the RECC was originally developed in the Electric 
Utility Rate Design Study Task Force 4 by NERA for EPRI (NP-22555).”) 
24 PG&E-2, Chapter 6: Marginal Distribution Capacity Costs, at 6-4, line 3.  PG&E uses the same 
Discount Total Investment Method equations for marginal distribution capacity costs as MTCC.  “It” in 
the equation reflects capital investment costs which are in the numerator of the DTIM and are thus 
directionally correlated with the resulting MTCC.  In other words, adding transmission capacity related 
costs that are not deferrable to the deferrable capacity costs contained in ““It” would increase the resulting 
MTCC.  
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Company (SDG&E) in the ACC only include reasonably deferrable transmission project 1 

costs and exclude unavoidable transmission costs.  Similar to PG&E’s deferability 2 

proposal, the ACC consultant calculates MTCCs for SCE25 and SDG&E26 that only 3 

include transmission capacity costs which can be reasonably avoided through distributed 4 

energy resource (DER) adoption, because these results serve as an input to value DERs.27  5 

For example, in developing SDG&E’s MTCC for the 2024 ACC, the transmission project 6 

cost input data consists only of “transmission projects determined by SDG&E to be 7 

systemwide and potentially deferrable by DER.”28  The ACC would significantly 8 

overestimate the value of DERs if all transmission capacity projects were included in the 9 

MTCC instead of only transmission capacity projects that can be avoided by DERs.  For 10 

 
25 See Appendix B, Attachment 5, Rulemaking (R.) 22-11-013, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider 
Distributed Energy Resource Program Cost-Effectiveness Issues, Data Access and Use, and Equipment 
Performance Standards, Reply Comments of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) on the 
Proposed Decision Adopting Updates to the Avoided Cost Calculator, August 25, 2026, at 4, footnote 20.  
SCE provides the transmission project cost input data that the ACC consultant uses to calculate SCE’s 
MTCC in the ACC based on which transmission projects in SCE’s service territory can be reasonably 
avoided by DERs (“From Energy Division’s 2026 ACC Transmission Data Request: “If the utility 
chooses to exclude projects that have peak load deficiencies that are too large to be deemed ‘deferrable’ 
by DER (or some other load reduction based exclusion criteria), data for those projects should be included 
separately in the data response to allow consideration of the impact of the inclusion or exclusion of such 
projects, as well as the appropriateness of excluding such projects from near term marginal costs but 
including for long term marginal costs.”).   
26 See Appendix B, Attachment 4, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 87, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf, accessed June 9, 2026.  The consultant calculates SDG&E’s MTCC in the 
ACC using transmission project infrastructure investments that can only be reasonably avoided through 
DER adoption.  (“Therefore, the DTIM method is applied to transmission projects determined by SDG&E 
to be systemwide and potentially deferrable by DER.”).   
27 See Appendix B, Attachment 6, 2026 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 5, available at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/2026-acc-models/2026-acc-documentation-v1a.pdf, 
accessed September 18, 2026.  (“The ACC is used to determine the benefits of Distributed Energy 
Resources (DER), such as energy efficiency and demand response, for cost-effectiveness analyses . . .  
The ACC calculates hourly system-level costs of providing electric or gas service for 30 years, in $/kWh 
or $/therm. These hourly avoided costs are used with specific program data, such as hourly energy 
savings, to determine program benefits.”). 
28 See Appendix B, Attachment 4, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 87, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf, accessed June 9, 2026. 
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instance, SCE asserted that the Wildlife substation project that was used for SCE’s 1 

MTCC in the 2024 ACC could not be avoided by DER adoption.29  Subsequently, SCE’s 2 

MTCC in the 2026 ACC excludes the Wildlife substation project which resulted in a 3 

more accurate MTCC for valuing DERs.30   4 

B. SEIA’s Proposed Six-Year Horizon is Inconsistent with 5 
Commission Practices and Produces a Less Accurate 6 
MTCC.   7 

The Commission should adopt a five-year input data horizon instead of SEIA’s 8 

proposed six-year horizon,31 because it provides the best estimate of transmission project 9 

costs most likely recovered in rates during the four-year GRC II cycle and aligns with 10 

current Commission practices.   11 

1. SEIA’s proposed six-year input data horizon 12 
introduces unnecessary variability into the 13 
resulting MTCC.   14 

The Commission should reject SEIA’s six-year MTCC horizon proposal32 because 15 

a six-year horizon of forecasted transmission project data adds unnecessary variability 16 

and uncertainty into the MTCC.  Deferable transmission projects are those projects that 17 

could potentially be deferred.  Thus, the time to completion and final cost may differ 18 

greatly from the approval date,33 and when the project completes.  Including forecasted, 19 

deferable projects with completion dates more than five years out typically adds 20 

unnecessary variability and potential inaccuracy in the MTCC estimate as shown in this 21 

 
29 See Appendix B, Attachment 7, R.22-11-013, Opening Comments of Southern California Edison 
Company (U 338-E) on the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Issuing Updated 2023 Avoided Cost 
Calculator Staff Proposal for Party Input, June 19, 2026, at 4. 
30 See Appendix B, Attachment 8, 2026 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, Table 10-1: SCE Project Costs and Load Forecast, at 70, available at: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-side-
management/2026-acc-models/2026-acc-documentation-v1a.pdf, accessed September 18, 2026. 
31 SEIA Opening Testimony, at 25, lines 20-22. 
32 SEIA Opening Testimony, at 25, lines 20-22. 
33 The California Independent Service Operator (CAISO) board approves capacity related transmission 
projects in its annual Transmission Planning Process (TPP). 
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testimony.  For example, SEIA’s proposed six-year time horizon incorporates the cost of 1 

three more projects compared to PG&E’s five-year time horizon.34  However, all three of 2 

those projects were delayed or re-scoped, and the expected in-service dates now either 3 

fall outside of SEIA’s proposed six-year time horizon or are no longer categorized as 4 

deferrable.35  Thus, the Commission should reject SEIA’s proposed six-year horizon, 5 

because the additional year of data used for developing MTCC includes overly 6 

speculative project costs. 7 

In contrast, PG&E’s five-year input data horizon provides a near-term forecast of 8 

transmission project costs with higher likelihoods for completion during the four-year 9 

GRC II cycle.  Further, a five-year time horizon provides an additional year of input data 10 

over the four-year GRC II cycle that serves as a margin of error given the difficulty in 11 

estimating the completion date for transmission projects.  Thus, a five-year horizon 12 

should be adopted, because it provides a more accurate near-term forecast of transmission 13 

costs than SEIA’s proposed six-year horizon. 14 

2. SEIA’s proposed six-year input data horizon 15 
results in an inflated MTCC while PG&E’s 16 
proposal results in a comparable MTCC.   17 

As shown in Table 1-1, SEIA’s choice of a six-year input data horizon results in a 18 

skewed MTCC value compared to other input data horizon choices.  SEIA’s six-year 19 

input data horizon proposal results in a significantly larger MTCC of $86.22 compared to 20 

 
34 See Appendix B, Attachment 9, 2025-2026 Board Approved CAISO TPP, May 19, 2026, project 2223-
R-18, at 171, available at: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Board-Approved-
2025-2026-Transmission-Plan.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026.  Redwood City Area 115 kV System 
Reinforcement project was delayed and now has an expected in-service date of February 2030.  See 
Appendix B, Attachment 10, PG&E’s response to DR Cal Advocates-PG&E-032, question 1a, sent June 
30, 2026.  Coburn-Oil Fields 60 kV System project now has an expected in-service date of September 
2031.  See Appendix B, Attachment 11, PG&E’s response to DR Cal Advocates-PG&E-032, question 4, 
sent June 30, 2026.  Morgan Hill Area Reinforcement project was re-scoped and PG&E now categorizes 
this project as required and not deferable.  
35 PG&E-2, Chapter 4, Table 4-2: Deferrable Transmission Capacity Projects, line 2, line 14, and line 17, 
at 4-12 through 4-13.  These were the only projects that had expected, 2029 in-service dates which serve 
as an input to SEIA’s MTCC proposal. 
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the $66.00 MTCC produced based on a four-year horizon (as adopted in D.21-11-016),36 1 

and the $63.61 MTCC produced by the five-year horizon which PG&E proposes and 2 

aligns with the input horizon for the ACC.37  If the Commission chooses to adopt an 3 

MTCC with a longer input data horizon to ensure coverage until implementation of the 4 

next GRC II decision, the $62.35 MTCC produced by an eight-year horizon includes 5 

transmission projects into PG&E’s 2031 GRC II test year, and is far lower than SEIA’s 6 

MTCC proposal of $86.22.  In contrast, PG&E’s five-year input data horizon proposal 7 

results in a moderate, $63.61 MTCC.   8 

SEIA provides no evidence of additional benefits from its six-year horizon 9 

proposal compared to PG&E’s proposed five-year horizon and the Commission should 10 

reject its proposal.  SEIA only supports its six-year horizon proposal by stating it 11 

accounts for the “lumpiness” in transmission investments but provides no evidence of the 12 

deficiencies with a five-year horizon regarding investment “lumpiness.”38  Given 13 

PG&E’s five-year input data horizon produces an MTCC comparable to other input data 14 

horizon choices, and SEIA’s proposal produces an outlier compared to the other choices, 15 

the Commission should adopt PG&E’s proposed MTCC of $63.61 per kW-year.   16 

 
36 D.21-11-016 at 66 (“SEIA recommended that the Commission adopt an MTCC value of $52.45 per 
kW-year, by assuming that 27.26 percent of PG&E’s 2021-2024 investments are capacity-related and are 
therefore marginal transmission costs.”). 
37 See Section II.B.4 of this testimony. 
38 SEIA Opening, at 1. 
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Table 1-1: Illustrative MTCCs based on Input Data Horizon Length39  1 

Input Data Horizon 
(Years) 

Resulting MTCC 
($ per kW-year) 

4 
(D.21-11-016 Adopted 

Input Data Horizon) 
$66.00 

5 
(PG&E’s Proposal and 

ACC Horizon) 
$63.61 

6 
(SEIA’s Proposal) 

$86.22 

7 
(2024-2030) 

$73.26 

8 
(2024-2031) 

$62.35 

 2 

3. SEIA’s basis for its proposed six-year input data 3 
horizon is factually incorrect.   4 

In addition, SEIA supports its six-year time horizon by incorrectly asserting that 5 

“the four-year window for this case runs through 2029.”40  SEIA correctly identifies that 6 

GRC II cycles typically last four years; however, PG&E’s 2023 GRC II should 7 

theoretically cover the years 2023 (test year) through 2026.41  PG&E’s 2023 GRC 2 8 

 
39 See confidential errata workpapers supporting PG&E-2, Chapter 5, “GRC-2023-
PhII_WP_PGE_20250418_Ex02Ch05_MTCC_Model_PROP_CONF_ERRATA.”  The length in years of 
the input data horizon can be inputted in tab “Dashboard,” cell E30.  The corresponding MTCC output is 
provided in tab “OUT_MTCC_Results,” cell G12.   
40 SEIA Opening, at 25, lines 7-10. 
41 See PG&E-1, Overview and Guiding Policy Framework, Chapter 1, Overview and Guiding Policy 
Framework, at 1, lines 9-12.  The 2023 test year and 2024-2026 attrition years for PG&E’s 2023 GRC 
cycle are confirmed in D.20-01-002, Decision Adopting the Commission’s Rate Case Plan for Energy 
Utilities, Appendix B: Schedule for the Transition from the Current Three-Year GRC Cycle to the Four-
Year GRC Cycle. PG&E confirms that this application is its 2023 GRC II filing.  
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proceeding is almost a full, four-year GRC II cycle delayed, because ideally a 2023 GRC 1 

II decision should be issued by the end of 2022 for the decision to be effective starting 2 

with the 2023 test year.  PG&E's 2027 GRC II42 application, which should cover 2029, is 3 

already past its filing requirement of August 2025.43  PG&E’s following 2031 GRC II 4 

filing requirement of August 2029 would cover the years 2031 through 2034.44  5 

Regardless of whether PG&E will file a delayed 2027 GRC II application or whether the 6 

Commission will direct PG&E to skip its 2027 GRC II filing requirement, the end date 7 

for this GRC 2 cycle is not 2029 as SEIA asserts.        8 

4. PG&E’s five-year horizon proposal aligns with the 9 
Commission’s Avoided Cost Calculator MTCC 10 
while SEIA’s six-year horizon does not.   11 

The Commission consistently adopts a five-year or less horizon for developing 12 

MTCCs in the ACC.  Between 2020 and 2026, there have been five adopted ACCs for 13 

each of the three large investor-owned utilities (IOUs), for a total of 15 adopted ACCs.45  14 

The Commission only adopted an MTCC with a six-year horizon in three46 out of fifteen 15 

 
42 PG&E’s 2027 GRC II cycle covers the years 2027 through 2030. 
43 D.20-01-002, Decision Modifying the Commission’s Rate Case Plan for Energy Utilities, January 22, 
2020, at 1.  The Commission directs energy utilities to file their GRC I application on May 15th, two 
years prior to the test year.  See also D.20-01-002, at 44, footnote 80.  The Commission confirmed that 
GRC II application should be filed 90 days after the May 15th GRC I application filing, resulting in an 
August GRC II filing.  
44 An August 2029 filing date for PG&E’s 2031 GRC II application filing is four years after PG&E’s 
2027 GRC II application filing date. 
45 There have been five adopted ACCs between 2020 and 2026 (2020, 2021, 2022, 2024 and 2026).  Thus, 
15 instances (15 = 3 x 5). 
46 The Commission used a six-year horizon for SDG&E’s MTCC in the 2022 ACC, 2024 ACC, and 2026 
ACC.  See Appendix B, Attachment 12, 2022 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 92, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2022-acc-documentation-v1b-
updated.pdf. Also see Appendix B, Attachment 4, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost 
Calculator Documentation, at 87 available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-
acc-documentation-v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf.  Also see Appendix B, Attachment 13, 2026 
Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator Documentation, Table 10-4: SDG&E Project 
Costs and Load Forecast, at 72 available at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-side-management/2026-acc-models/2026-acc-
documentation-v1a_20260921.pdf.   
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instances (~20%) between the 2020 ACC and 2026 ACC.  It adopted an MTCC with a 1 

five-year horizon or less in the remaining twelve instances (80%).47   2 

The Commission adopted a six-year horizon for SDG&E’s MTCC in the ACC in 3 

three instances,48 but did not provide specific analysis to support its choice.  The 4 

instances in which the Commission adopted less than a five-year horizon for developing 5 

SDG&E’s and PG&E’s MTCC were due to extenuating circumstances.  The Commission 6 

considered adopting the typical five-year horizon for SDG&E’s MTCC in the 2020 7 

ACC49 and the 2021 ACC.50  However, the Commission adopted a four-year horizon 8 

instead due to load data incompatibility concerns.51  Similarly, the Commission presented 9 

PG&E’s MTCC with the typical five-year horizon in the 2022 ACC,52 and the 2024 10 

 
47 80% = 100% - 20%. 
48 The 2022, 2024, and 2026 ACC. 
49 See Appendix B, Attachment 14, 2020 ACC Workshop: Transmission and Distribution Avoided 
Capacity Costs Presentation Slides, at 6, available at: https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-
data/energy_division/EnergyEfficiency/CostEffectiveness/T&D%20Workshop.pdf, accessed September, 
23, 2026.  SDG&E’s MTCC horizon was shortened to four years in the 2020 and 2021 ACCs due to 
negative load growth in 2020 which requires exclusion from the MTCC calculation. 
50 See Appendix B, Attachment 15, 2021 ACC Documentation v1b, Table 19: SDG&E Transmission 
capital forecast and IEPR forecast without DER ($M and MW), at 52, available at: 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-
data/energy_division/EnergyEfficiency/CostEffectiveness/2021%20ACC%20Documentation%20v1b.pdf, 
accessed September 23, 2026.  SDG&E’s MTCC horizon was shortened to four years in the 2020 and 
2021 ACCs due to negative load growth in 2020 which requires exclusion from the MTCC calculation.   
51 See Appendix B, Attachment 14, 2020 ACC Workshop: Transmission and Distribution Avoided 
Capacity Costs Presentation Slides, at 6, available at: https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-
data/energy_division/EnergyEfficiency/CostEffectiveness/T&D%20Workshop.pdf, accessed September 
23, 2026.  Also see Appendix B, Attachment 15, 2021 ACC Documentation v1b, Table 19.  SDG&E 
Transmission capital forecast and IEPR forecast without DER ($M and MW), at 52, available at: 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/gopher-
data/energy_division/EnergyEfficiency/CostEffectiveness/2021%20ACC%20Documentation%20v1b.pdf, 
accessed September 23, 2026.  SDG&E’s MTCC horizon was shortened to four years in the 2020 and 
2021 ACCs due to negative load growth in 2020 which requires exclusion from the MTCC calculation.   
52 See D.21-11-016 at 66.  PG&E’s MTCC adopted in D.21-11-016 and proposed by SEIA includes a 4-
year horizon.  See also Appendix B, Attachment 16, 2022 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost 
Calculator Documentation, at 85, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2022-
acc-documentation-v1b-updated.pdf.  The 2022 ACC used PG&E’s MTCC adopted in PG&E’s 2020 
GRC II. 
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ACC.53  However, the Commission adopted a four-year horizon instead, because the 1 

Commission adopted SEIA’s proposed MTCC with a four-year horizon in PG&E’s last 2 

GRC II.54  The ACC typically uses the MTCC adopted in PG&E’s GRC II proceedings, 3 

thus the Commission should adopt an MTCC with a five-year horizon that aligns with the 4 

ACC. 5 

C. The Commission Should Reject AECA’s MTCC Proposal 6 
that Inaccurately Redefines the Purpose of MTCC.   7 

The Commission should reject AECA’s proposed MTCC of $0.1246 per kilowatt 8 

hour (kWh),55 because it does not reflect the change in transmission costs based on a 9 

change in customer demand.  Instead, AECA’s invalid MTCC proposal reflects the 10 

change in CAISO transmission revenue requirements for each unit of volumetric 11 

generation additions.56  The Commission should reflect AECA’s and Cal Advocates 12 

concerns that neither demand nor transmission capacity projects drive the currently 13 

increasing transmission revenue requirements by adopting PG&E’s lower MTCC 14 

proposal of $63.61 per kW-year. 15 

 
53 D.21-11-016 at 66.  PG&E’s MTCC adopted in D.21-11-016 and proposed by SEIA includes a 4-year 
horizon.  See Appendix B, Attachment 1, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 47-48, available at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf.  The 2024 ACC used PG&E’s MTCC adopted in PG&E’s 2020 GRC II. 
54 D.21-11-016 at 66 (“SEIA recommended that the Commission adopt an MTCC value of $52.45 per 
kW-year, by assuming that 27.26 percent of PG&E’s 2021-2024 investments are capacity-related and are 
therefore marginal transmission costs.”).  
55 AECA Opening Testimony at 23, lines 1-2. 
56 AECA Opening Testimony at 22, line 10, through 23, line 2 (“Using these two data sources, we 
calculated the incremental or marginal cost for transmission using the change in annual revenue 
requirements as a proxy for the direct cost.  Figure AECA-11 shows how transmission revenue 
requirement increases relate to generation additions. Based on this analysis, the marginal cost of 
transmission is $125 per megawatt-hour or $0.1246 per kilowatt-hour.”). 
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1. AECA’s proposed volumetric form for MTCC does 1 
not reflect marginal transmission capacity costs.   2 

Previous ACC and PG&E GRC IIs MTCC values reflect the avoided capacity 3 

investment cost resulting from reductions in customer demand.57  AECA instead proposes 4 

a new method of interpreting MTCC that reflects transmission costs on a volumetric basis 5 

(kilowatt hours) instead of a capacity or demand basis (kilowatt-years).58  AECA’s 6 

proposed MTCC diverges from the purpose of an MTCC, because it does not reflect the 7 

marginal cost of adding transmission capacity to meet customer demand increases.  8 

Instead, AECA’s proposal reflects the change in revenue requirement for each unit of 9 

volumetric generation additions.59  However, the revenue requirement includes all costs, 10 

including unavoidable fixed costs that do not change based on changes in electricity 11 

demand.60  For example, reductions in electricity usage would not reduce vegetation 12 

management costs, because vegetation growth does not depend on customer usage.   13 

In other words, mathematically converting AECA’s volumetric MTCC proposal to 14 

kW-year units which actually reflect demand and capacity produces a meaningless 15 

MTCC, because the underlying input data reflects all transmission costs, and does not 16 

isolate capacity related transmission costs.  AECA itself states that the generation costs 17 

 
57 See Appendix B, Attachment 1, 2024 Distributed Energy Resources Avoided Cost Calculator 
Documentation, at 48, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-side-management/acc-models-latest-version/2024-acc-documentation-
v1b_clean_posted_nowm.pdf, accessed June 9, 2026.  (“Transmission avoided capacity costs represent 
the potential cost impacts on utility transmission investments from changes in peak loadings on the utility 
systems. The paradigm is that reductions in peak loadings via customer demand reductions, distributed 
generation, or storage could reduce the need for some transmission projects and allow for deferral or 
avoidance of those projects.”)   
58 AECA Opening Testimony at 23, lines 1-2. 
59 AECA Opening Testimony at 22, line 10, through 23, line 2 (“Using these two data sources, we 
calculated the incremental or marginal cost for transmission using the change in annual revenue 
requirements as a proxy for the direct cost.  Figure AECA-11 shows how transmission revenue 
requirement increases relate to generation additions. Based on this analysis, the marginal cost of 
transmission is $125 per megawatt-hour or $0.1246 per kilowatt-hour.”). 
60 Such as wildfire mitigation, vegetation management, operations and maintenance such as the repair or 
replacement of transmission infrastructure. 
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that compose 90%61-100%62 of its Marginal Transmission Capacity Cost [emphasis 1 

added] proposal serve the purpose of meeting “environmental compliance, not capacity 2 

for reliability.”63  The Commission should reject AECA’s proposed MTCC, because it 3 

reflects unavoidable costs that do not increase transmission capacity to meet customer 4 

demand, and thus does not reflect a true marginal transmission capacity cost. 5 

2. Generation interconnection costs should be 6 
excluded from MTCC.   7 

AECA asserts that generation interconnection costs drive nearly all transmission 8 

revenue requirement increases and includes these costs in its proposed MTCC.64  9 

However, MTCC estimates exclude generation costs, and MTCCs should continue to 10 

exclude generation costs, because generation investments do not increase transmission 11 

capacity.65  MTCC is the transmission equivalent of marginal distribution capacity costs, 12 

 
61 See Appendix B, Attachment 17, AECA’s response to DR Cal Advocates-AECA-002, question 2.a, 
sent April 8, 2026. (“AECA disagrees with PG&E’s analysis of what drives transmission investment. As 
shown in AECA’s testimony, it is renewable generation that explains at least 90% of marginal 
transmission investment.”).  See also AECA Opening Testimony at 22, lines 7-9.  AECA also asserts in 
testimony that 76% of generation interconnection costs could be due to renewable generation.  (“And 
because 76% of the new generation is for renewable energy, not for peak reliability, kilowatt-hours of 
energy is the best metric.”) 
62 See Appendix B, Attachment 17, AECA’s response to DR Cal Advocates-AECA-002, question 3.a, 
sent April 8, 2026 (“To clarify, AECA asserts that 100% of incremental transmission costs since at least 
2012 are not capacity related. AECA demonstrates that the MTCC is entirely energy related because the 
CAISO peak load has not changed since 2012.”). 
63 AECA Opening Testimony, at 4, lines 10-15 (“Analysis of transmission costs and generation additions 
shows that at least 76% of marginal transmission costs are explained by new renewable generation over 
the period from 2012 to 2023. These costs should be assigned in the same manner as renewable energy 
costs to customer classes on a per kilowatt-hour basis because these investments have been made to 
deliver energy for environmental compliance, not capacity for reliability.”). 
64 See Appendix B, Attachment 17, AECA’s response to DR Cal Advocates-AECA-002, question 3.a, 
sent April 8, 2026 (“To clarify, AECA asserts that 100% of incremental transmission costs since at least 
2012 are not capacity related. AECA demonstrates that the MTCC is entirely energy related because the 
CAISO peak load has not changed since 2012.”). 
65 D.25-08-049, Decision Adopting Guidelines for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern 
California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Demand Flexibility Rate Design 
Proposals, August 29, 2025, at 62 (“An IOU’s Marginal Transmission Capacity Costs, or MTCC 
represents the annualized cost per kilowatt to upgrade or expand transmission infrastructure to reliably 
transport an incremental unit of electricity, especially during peak demand periods. MTCC is typically 

(continued on next page) 
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and reflects the “room” on the transmission system to deliver electricity to meet 1 

increases in customer demand over a short time duration.66  Delivery of electrons 2 

excludes consideration of  electron availability (generation) or whether generators are 3 

even connected to the system.  Generator interconnection costs provide generators access 4 

to the transmission grid but does not ensure sufficient “room” on the transmission grid to 5 

deliver electricity and meet the demand placed on the transmission system.  For instance, 6 

if a transmission line or substation has a maximum capacity of “X” megawatts (MW), the 7 

maximum capacity of delivering “X” MW before an overload event occurs would remain 8 

unchanged after interconnecting a new generator or even removing a generator.  In other 9 

words, a four-lane highway’s capability to serve four lanes of automobile traffic does not 10 

change when only one car drives down the highway. 11 

AECA’s proposal to include generation interconnection costs in MTCC also 12 

conflicts with how the CAISO categorizes transmission costs.  The CAISO categorizes 13 

non-deferrable and potentially deferable transmission projects which increase the 14 

transmission grid capacity to meet customer demand as “reliability” costs.67  The 15 

CAISO’s reliability costs exclude transmission projects that repair or replace 16 

transmission components on the grid.68  The CAISO separately categorizes renewable 17 

 
measured in dollars per kilowatt per year ($/kW-year) and reflects the annualized investment required for 
augmenting the transmission system to deliver the highest forecasted loads to distribution networks 
without failure or significant losses.”). 
66 D.25-08-049, at 17 (“Marginal Transmission Capacity Cost (MTCC): the cost of expanding 
transmission infrastructure to reliably transport an incremental unit of electricity[emphasis added].”). 
67 See Appendix B, Attachment 18, 2025-2026 CAISO Board Approved TPP, May 19, 2026, at 2, 
available at: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Board-Approved-2025-2026-
Transmission-Plan.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026.  (“Transmission projects are categorized as 
reliability-driven needed to serve load reliably and meeting NERC national standards; policy-driven 
needed to deliver renewable generation to load centers to meet state clean energy goals, and economic-
driven that will reduce the cost of energy to ratepayers by, for example, reducing grid congestion costs.”) 
68 See Resolution E-5252, May 2, 2023, at 2, fn. 3  (“The CAISO’s FERC Tariff does not currently 
require review and approval of projects that do not expand the capacity of the CAISO-controlled 
transmission grid or which do so only incidentally.). 
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interconnection costs as “policy” costs,69 because these projects are intended to meet 1 

Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) policy targets.70  The Commission should continue 2 

to exclude generation costs from MTCC, consistent with how the CAISO categorizes 3 

transmission costs.          4 

3. “Self-approved” capital investments drive PG&E’s 5 
transmission capital expenditures and not 6 
generation costs, as AECA incorrectly asserts.   7 

The basis for AECA’s MTCC proposal is AECA’s incorrect assertion that 8 

generation interconnection costs drive transmission revenue requirement increase.71  9 

Although renewable generation interconnection once drove transmission revenue 10 

requirement increases,72 the Commission first noted in its 2021 Senate Bill 695 Report to 11 

the California legislature that “self-approved” utility transmission projects drove the 12 

majority (69%) of PG&E’s transmission capital infrastructure spending from the 2010 13 

 
69 See Appendix B, Attachment 18, 2025-2026 CAISO Board Approved TPP, May 19, 2026, at 2, 
available at: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Board-Approved-2025-2026-
Transmission-Plan.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026 (“Transmission projects are categorized as 
reliability-driven needed to serve load reliably and meeting NERC national standards; policy-driven 
needed to deliver renewable generation to load centers to meet state clean energy goals, and economic-
driven that will reduce the cost of energy to ratepayers by, for example, reducing grid congestion costs.”). 
70 See Appendix B, Attachment 19, 2025-2026 CAISO Board Approved TPP, May 19, 2026, at 21, 
available at: https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/InitiativeDocuments/Board-Approved-2025-2026-
Transmission-Plan.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026 (“Public policy-driven transmission solutions are 
those needed to enable the grid infrastructure to support local, state, and federal directives. In recent 
transmission planning cycles, the focus of public policy analysis has been predominantly on planning to 
ensure achievement of California’s renewable energy goals.”). 
71 See Appendix B, Attachment 17, AECA’s response to DR Cal Advocates-AECA-002, question 3.a, 
sent April 8, 2026 (“To clarify, AECA asserts that 100% of incremental transmission costs since at least 
2012 are not capacity related. AECA demonstrates that the MTCC is entirely energy related because the 
CAISO peak load has not changed since 2012.”). 
72 See Appendix B, Attachment 20, 2014 CPUC Assembly Bill 67 Report to the Legislature, Electric and 
Gas Utility Cost Report: Public Utilities Code Section 747 Report to the Governor and Legislature, April 
2015, at 17, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_website/content/utilities_and_industries/energy/reports_and_white_pape
rs/2014ab67final.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026  (“Transmission revenue requirements for the electric 
IOUs have been trending up since 2003. Much of the increase in the revenue requirements is due to 
additional transmission plant capital additions which have been built by the utilities. From 2004 – 2014, 
PG&E’s transmission revenue requirement has increased at a 12.15% annual average rate; SCE’s at a 
22.5% annual average rate; and SDG&E’s at a 36.6% annual average rate. These increases are driven 
primarily by CAISO reliability and RPS mandates.”). 
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through 2019.73  Further, PG&E reported in its public, May 2026 Transmission Process 1 

Review filing that between 2021 through 2025, self-approved transmission projects alone 2 

composed 76%-88% of its annual transmission capital expenditures,74 and generation 3 

interconnection only composed an additional 3%-11% of annual capital expenditures.75  4 

However, neither generation76 or “self-approved”77 transmission project costs increase 5 

transmission capacity, and these costs should be excluded from the MTCC.   6 

 
73 See Appendix B, Attachment 21, 2021 CPUC Senate Bill 695 Report to the Legislature, Utility Costs 
and Affordability of the Grid of the Future: An Evaluation of Electric Costs, Rates, and Equity Issues 
Pursuant to P.U. Code Section 913.1, May 2021, Table 12: CAISO-approved and Utility Self-approved 
Projects 2010-2019 ($000), at 41, available at: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2021/senate-bill-695-report-2021-and-
en-banc-whitepaper_final_04302021.pdf, accessed September 23, 2026. 
74 See Public-PGE May 2026 Transmission Project Review Process Project Spreadsheet, available at: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/transmission-
project-review-process/pge/public-pge-may-2026-tpr-project-spreadsheet.xlsx, accessed September 21, 
2026.  PG&E Self-Approved project costs are designated with a value of “TRUE” in column 30 (excel 
column “AO”).  Actual, annual capital expenditures are provided in column 57 (excel columns BU 
through “BY”).  PG&E’s percentage of annual transmission capital expenditures spent on self-approved 
projects were derived from dividing the sum of capital expenditures for projects that were designated as 
self-approved pursuant to a “TRUE value in column 30, divided by the total annual capital expenditures.  
Between ~0.05% and 0.5% of PG&E’s annual, “self-approved” transmission capital investments between 
2021 through 2025 included “Generation Interconnection” or “Policy costs.” 
75 See Public-PGE May 2026 Transmission Project Review Process Project Spreadsheet, available at: 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/transmission-
project-review-process/pge/public-pge-may-2026-tpr-project-spreadsheet.xlsx, accessed September 21, 
2026.  Incremental generation interconnection projects that are not self-approved are designated with a 
value of “Generator Interconnection” and “Policy” in column 9 (excel column L), and a value of 
“FALSE” in column 30 (excel column “AO”).  These incremental generation interconnection projects 
estimates exclude the negligible amount of “self-approved” transmission capital investments between 
2021 through 2025 included “Generation Interconnection” or “Policy costs.” 
76 D.25-08-049, Decision Adopting Guidelines for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern 
California Edison Company. and San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Demand Flexibility Rate Design 
Proposals, August 29, 2025, at 62. (“An IOU’s Marginal Transmission Capacity Costs, or MTCC 
represents the annualized cost per kilowatt to upgrade or expand transmission infrastructure to reliably 
transport an incremental unit of electricity, especially during peak demand periods. MTCC is typically 
measured in dollars per kilowatt per year ($/kW-year) and reflects the annualized investment required for 
augmenting the transmission system to deliver the highest forecasted loads to distribution networks 
without failure or significant losses.”) 
77 See Appendix B, Attachment 21, 2021 CPUC Senate Bill 695 Report to the Legislature, Utility Costs 
and Affordability of the Grid of the Future: An Evaluation of Electric Costs, Rates, and Equity Issues 
Pursuant to P.U. Code Section 913.1, May 2021, at 41 (“Projects that expand the capacity of the 
transmission grid are included in CAISO’s annual Transmission Planning Process (TPP), pursuant to 

(continued on next page) 
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The data showing transmission costs unrelated to capacity increases drive nearly 1 

all of the transmission capital expenditure, instead of load increases, supports a lower 2 

MTCC such as PG&E’s proposed MTCC of $63.61 per kW-year.  For comparative 3 

purposes, PG&E estimates its $63.61 per kW-year MTCC reflects the costs from 4 

approximately 14.4% of PG&E’s transmission projects from 2024-202878 which more 5 

appropriately aligns with the transmission capital expenditure to meet capacity increases.    6 

AECA’s concerns that transmission capacity increases do not drive new transmission 7 

projects for PG&E should be reflected through adoption of PG&E’s lower MTCC 8 

proposal of $63.61 compared to SEIA’s MTCC proposal.   9 

III. CONCLUSION  10 
The Commission should adopt PG&E’s proposed MTCC value of $63.61 per kW-11 

year, which reasonably categorizes which transmission capacity projects can be deferred, 12 

utilizes a five-year input data horizon consistent with the ACC and excludes overly 13 

speculative transmission project costs, and accurately reflects the cost of meeting 14 

incremental transmission demand.  Further, the Commission should reject SEIA’s $86.22 15 

per kW-year MTCC proposal, because its proposed six-year horizon adds erroneous 16 

transmission project cost input data into the MTCC.  The Commission should also reject 17 

AECA’s irrelevant $125 per MWh MTCC, because it does not reflect marginal 18 

transmission capacity costs.  For these reasons, the Commission should adopt Cal 19 

Advocates’ recommendations.   20 

 
requirements of FERC Order No. 890 (‘Order 890’), which requires transparent transmission planning. 
However, a majority of the California IOUs’ spending on capital additions is not related to grid capacity 
expansion and therefore receives no review by the CAISO through the TPP. FERC has determined that 
Order 890 does not apply to projects that do not expand the capacity of the transmission grid. These 
projects that are outside of the scope of the TPP are referred to as ‘self approved.’”). 
78 PG&E-2, Chapter 5, at 5-4, fn. 9. 



 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A 

 
QUALIFICATION OF WITNESSES



 

A-1 

PREPARED TESTIMONY 1 
OF 2 

CHRISTOPHER HOGAN 3 
 4 

Q.1  Please state your name and address.  5 

A.1  My name is Christopher Hogan, and my business address is 505 Van Ness 6 
Avenue, San Francisco, California, 94102. 7 

Q.2  By whom are you employed and what is your job title?  8 

A.2  I am employed by the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities 9 
Commission and my job title is Public Utilities Regulatory Analyst. 10 

Q.3  Please describe your educational and professional experience. 11 

A.3  I graduated from California State University East Bay, in Hayward California with 12 
a Master of Science degree in Statistics and a Bachelor of Science degree in 13 
Statistics and Economics. I have been employed by Cal Advocates for more than 14 
nine years.  In my experience at Cal Advocates, I have submitted testimony and 15 
participated in Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) 2025 General Rate 16 
Case Phase II Application (A. 24-03-019), San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s 17 
(SDG&E) 2024 GRC II Application (A. 23-01-008), SCE’s 2021 GRC II (A. 20-18 
10-012), Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) 2020 GRC II (A.19-11-19 
019), SDG&E’s 2019 GRC II (A.19-03-002), Phase 2A of PG&E’s and SCE’s 20 
2018 Rate Design Window Proceeding (consolidated as A.17-12-011), and SCE’s 21 
2018 GRC II (A.17-06-030). 22 

Q.4  What is your area of responsibility in this proceeding?  23 

A.4  My area of responsibility in this proceeding is focused on the Marginal 24 
Transmission Capacity Costs, and Cost Recovery, Nonmarginal Costs, and Export 25 
Compensation for the Real Time Pricing Track in this proceeding. 26 

Q.5  Does that complete your prepared testimony?  27 

A.5     Yes28 
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