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BONDHOLDERS’ RESPONSE TO PREPA’S FEBRUARY 23 SUBMISSION

In accordance with the Hearing Examiner’s Order Granting Opportunity to Identify Any
Out-of-Time PREPA Advocacy, and Opportunity for PREPA Response, dated March 27, 2026
(the “Order”), as revised by the Hearing Examiner’s Order Revising Deadlines for Pleadings about
Alleged Out-of-Time Advocacy, dated March 30, 2026 (the “Revised Order”), the Bondholders'
respectfully submit this Response to PREPA’s February 23 Submission.

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

In its February 23, 2026 Motion In Compliance With February 12, 2026 Hearing Examiner
Order (“PREPA’s New RR Brief”), PREPA sought to justify its proposed revenue requirement
with record citations purportedly supporting its numbers. The record citations included narrative
arguments, documents that were inconsistent with PREPA’s proposed revenue requirement,
expiring contracts as a source for future costs, exhibits without any underlying cost information,
and future pension costs based on present retirees. PREPA’s submission therefore constitutes
advocacy because it urges PREB to adopt PREPA’s revenue requirement based on documentation
that does not provide adequate (if any) support, as well as narrative advocacy pieces that PREPA

incorporates by reference. Despite its chart form PREPA’s submission is thus in substance an

' Terms not defined here are the same as in Bondholders’ post-hearing briefs. All cites to
regulatory docket items are from within this proceeding unless otherwise noted.



untimely revenue requirement brief to which other parties lacked any opportunity to respond. As
directed by the Hearing Examiner, the Bondholders identify examples of such improper advocacy
below.

BACKGROUND

PREPA chose not to file a post-hearing brief in connection with its proposed revenue
requirement. On February 12, 2026, the Hearing Examiner issued an order requiring PREPA to
submit a limited explanation of its revenue requirement. See Hearing Examiner’s Order Requiring
PREPA to Submit Limited Explanation of its Proposed Revenue Requirement (Feb. 12,2026) (the

“February 12 Order”). In the interest of “fairness to all parties,” the Hearing Examiner directed

PREPA’s submission to “contain no advocacy” and include only “clear statements of all elements
of, and supporting record references for, PREPA’s final revenue requirement request.” Id.
Thereafter, PREPA submitted its New RR Brief, in which it purported to support hundreds of
millions in expenditures with citations that were either inconsistent with its proposed revenue
requirement or provided no substantive support for its positions.

On March 26, 2026, the Bondholders submitted an Objection to PREPA’s February 23

Submission and Request for Leave to Respond (the “Bondholders’ Objection”). In the Objection,

the Bondholders argued that “PREB should disregard PREPA’s belated submission” or, in the
alternative, that “other rate case participants be permitted an opportunity to respond.” Id. p.1.

On March 27, 2026, the Hearing Examiner entered the Order, granting the Bondholders—
and other parties—until April 3, 2026 to respond to PREPA’s February 23 Submission. The Order
restricted the response to “no more than identify[ing] PREPA statements that the authors view as
advocacy, and explain[ing] that view.” Id. p.2. The Order also permitted PREPA until April 10, 2026

to respond. On March 30, 2026, the Hearing Examiner entered the Revised Order directing parties



to submit their comments on the February 23 Submission by April 2, 2026, and allowing PREPA
until April 9, 2026 to respond.
ARGUMENT

1. PREPA’s New RR Brief Is A Work Of Advocacy?

PREPA’s New RR Brief, and each of its citations, are inherently advocacy. The brief
selectively identifies the record citations for an advocacy purpose—to support the revenue
requirement components for which PREPA seeks hundreds of millions of dollars in funding.
Indeed, the content of PREPA’s New RR Brief—proposed revenue requirement items and record
citations allegedly supporting them—is precisely the kind of content other parties included in their
timely revenue requirement briefs. Each rate applicant (other than PREPA) used its initial revenue
requirement brief to identify the expense items it proposes and why it believes those items are
supported. Meanwhile, the non-rate-applicant parties used their initial revenue requirement briefs
to identify and explain expense items which they support, propose to modify, or believe are
unsupported. Other than its format and untimeliness, PREPA’s New RR Brief is no different.

Each cherry-picked record citation presented in PREPA’s February 23 Submission
therefore is an advocacy statement to which the Bondholders have not been permitted to
meaningfully respond. Nonetheless, in accordance with the Hearing Examiner’s directive, the

Bondholders identify and explain representative examples of advocacy below. The absence of any

2 The Bondholders respectfully assert that the limited response permitted by the Order does not
serve to cure the prejudicial impact of PREPA’s New RR Brief. If PREPA had timely submitted
its Revenue Requirement brief, the Bondholders and other stakeholders would have had the
opportunity to substantively and narratively respond, provide counter citations, and show that
various citations were inaccurate or unpersuasive. Bondholders respectfully incorporate and refer
to the arguments set forth in the Bondholders’ Objection.



citation from this illustrative list should not be interpreted as an indication that the Bondholders
agree with or do not dispute the validity of the citation.

HoldCo Generally

LUMA Jan. 9 Filing. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document with different cost
numbers than in PREPA’s New RR Brief and thus, does not support the referenced cost amounts.
The citation therefore by its nature argues for a revenue requirement component different than in
PREPA’s New RR Brief.

PREPA Revenue Reply at 22-28, 44-47. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document
that presents narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement
component in PREPA’s New RR Brief and thus adopts such advocacy statement.

HoldCo Operating Expenses

PREPA Ex. 32, pp. 6-8; PC Ex. 796; PC Ex. 823; Evidentiary Hearing Tr., Dec. 4 2025, pp. 33-
35: 158-163; PC Ex. 807; PC Ex. 812. The citations are advocacy because they each refer to a

document that presents narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue
requirement component and thus adopt such advocacy statement.

PREPA Ex. 89.01 to PREPA Ex. 89.68. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a series of
contracts which all—except three—either expired before 2026 or expire in 2026, and total over
$12M. This citation therefore by its nature advocates for a revenue requirement component greater
than that set forth in PREPA’s submission.

HoldCo Shared Services Agreement

LUMA Jan 9 filing and HoldCo Operating Expenditures line item. These citations are advocacy
because neither the optimal budget nor the constrained budget operating expenditures include,
much less support, any requests for costs for the shared services agreement or the amounts
requested on an annual basis and, therefore, by their nature, advocate for a revenue requirement
different than in PREPA’s New RR Brief.

HoldCo Local Litigation Claims Reserve

LUMA Jan 9 filing and HoldCo Operating Expenditures line item. The citations are advocacy
because neither the optimal budget nor the constrained budget operating expenditures include,
much less support, any requests for costs for the local litigation claims reserve or the amounts
requested on an annual basis and therefore, by their nature, advocate for a revenue requirement
different than in PREPA’s New RR Brief.




HoldCo PREPA Restructuring and Title III Costs

PREPA Exhibits 351, 352, 353, 86.01-86.39, and 87.01-87.03. These citations are advocacy
because they do not contain the cost numbers in PREPA’s submission and thus do not support the
requested amounts and therefore, by their nature, advocate for a revenue requirement component
different than in PREPA’s submission. For example, PREPA Exhibit 351 includes a total of
$47.67M in Title III Restructuring costs for FY2026, $30.75M in FY2027, and $12.05M in
FY2028. By contrast, PREPA’s New RR Brief states these amounts as $18.7M (FY2026),
$11.15M (FY2027), and $7.05M (FY2028)—for an unexplained net difference of $53.57 million.

Revenue Reply at 44-47. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document that presents
narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement component and
thus adopts such advocacy statement.

HvdroCo Generally

PREPA’s New RR Brief, at Page 4, n.2. This citation is advocacy because it contains a narrative
statement describing assumptions and arguments about prior PREB determinations and their
impact on the HydroCo proposed revenue requirement generally. These statements go beyond
record citations, are plainly advocacy and should be stricken as both procedurally improper and in
violation of the limitation set by the Hearing Examiner.

HvdroCo Labor Operating Expense

LUMA Jan. 9 filing. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document with different cost
numbers than set forth in PREPA’s submission and thus does not support the referenced cost
amounts and therefore by its nature, advocates for a revenue requirement component different than
set forth in PREPA’s submission.

HvdroCo Necessary Maintenance, Shared Services Agreement, and Federal Funding
Local Cost Share

PREPA seeks tens of millions of dollars in “necessary maintenance,” shared services agreements,
and federal funding local cost share for HydroCo on the basis of four documents, none of which
provides adequate support for the amounts PREPA is seeking. PREPA Ex. 351 is a budget PREPA
prepared with no calculation showing how each budget item was derived. PREPA Ex. 352 and all
but FY27 and FY28 federal funding local cost sharing portions of PREPA Ex. 353 are budgets that
have different cost numbers than are set forth in PREPA’s submission and thus do not support the
referenced cost amounts. For FY27 and 28 federal funding cost share, Ex. 353 has no calculation
showing how each budget was derived. Moreover, the amounts for HydroCo shared services and
local cost share do not appear in LUMA’s January 9 filings. PREPA’s submission on these costs
thus constitutes advocacy because it seeks approval of revenue requirement components without
adequate support.



Retirement System Labor Operating

LUMA Jan. 9 filing. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document with different cost
numbers than set forth in PREPA’s submission and thus does not support the referenced cost
amounts and therefore, by its nature, advocates for a revenue requirement component different
than set forth in PREPA’s submission.

Ex. 868. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document that presents narrative argument
purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement component and thus adopts such
advocacy statement.

Ex. 868.4. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document with different cost numbers
than those submitted in PREPA’s submission and thus does not support the referenced cost
amounts. The citation therefore by its nature, advocates for a revenue requirement component
different than set forth in PREPA’s submission.

Revenue Reply at 22-28. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document that presents
narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement component and
thus adopts such advocacy statement.

Evidentiary Hearing Tr., Dec. 11, 2025. The citation is advocacy because it refers generally to the
record of an entire day of the evidentiary hearing, which included both inconsistent revenue
requirement figures and narrative arguments and testimony that PREPA adopts.

Retirement System Non-Labor Operating

PREPA Ex. 89.01 to PREPA Ex. 89.68. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a series of
contracts which all—except three—either expired before 2026 or expire in 2026, and total over
$12M. This citation therefore, by its nature, advocates for a revenue requirement component
greater than that set forth in PREPA’s submission.

Exs. 351,352, 353. These citations are advocacy because they refer to budget documents in which
the figures presented are either unsubstantiated or based on outdated or inapplicable information
In each case, as presented in Ex. 351 (which compiles information from Ex. 352 and Ex. 353).

See Tab A-1, Tab A-2., and FY26-28 Retiro Budget Pro. This tab shows that this amount
remains flat at $7,950,000 for FY2026, then increases to $8,347,500 (FY2027) and $8,764,875
(FY2028)—a 5% annual increase. Tab FY27-28 Retiree Med provides that projected costs are
“based on current number of retirees” and “subject to change.” The notes therein further provide
that the underlying insurance contracts on which the projected increases are based are renewed
yearly and subject to an annual competitive RFP, but no explanation is provided to support the
assumption that costs remain or why PREPA applied a 5% annual increase in these costs.




See FY26-FY28 Retiro Budget Proj: This tab shows a sharp increase in Professional & Technical
Outsourced Services from $929,000 to $2.369 million then remains relatively stable across FY27
and 28. Tab FY26 KOE 500 demonstrates that these projections roll forward categorically
inapplicable past costs, listing four contracts (in rows 44, 53, 69, and 77) which expired in 2025.

Pension PavGo Funding

Revenue Reply at 33-37. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document that presents
narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement component and
thus adopts such advocacy statement.

PREPA Ex. 1105. This citation is advocacy because the Proposed Cash Transfer Plus Loan
Repayment” line item, which updates numbers from previous submissions including the LUMA
Jan 9 filing is merely the sum of two other lines (“Proposed Cash Transfer before Loan
Repayment” and “Principal Payment on Amendments 1-4 of Government Loan*”), is materially
unsubstantiated.

For example, for July through October 2025, the “Proposed Cash Transfer Plus Loan Repayment*”’
line shows "N/A - see notes below"* rather than actual figures. Note 1 explains that these months
“are omitted as these months were funded from government loan proceeds.” The FY2026 figures
are thus based on only eight months of projected data (November 2025 — June 2026), yet PREPA
extrapolates this to justify a full fiscal year's funding in FY2027-28. No explanation is provided as
to why the monthly figures in the omitted months (July-October 2025) would have been consistent
with the November 2025 — June 2026 projections. Without transparency into the omitted months—
which the Commonwealth loan covered—it is impossible to know if the eight-month projections
in Exhibit 1105 are representative or cherry-picked.

Revenue Reply at 33-37. The citation is advocacy because it refers to a document that presents
narrative argument purportedly supporting the referenced revenue requirement component and
thus adopts such advocacy statement.

These examples illustrate and exemplify the advocacy inherent in PREPA’s selective and
misleading citations and framing of the record.

CONCLUSION

The Bondholders respectfully request that PREB disregard PREPA’s New RR Brief.
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RESUMEN DE: RESPUESTA DE LOS BONISTAS A
LA PRESENTACION DE LA AEE DEL 23 DE FEBRERO

AL NEGOCIADO DE ENERGIA DE PUERTO RICO:

Conforme a las o6rdenes del Oficial Examinador del 27 y 30 de marzo de 2026, los
Bonistas presentan respetuosamente esta respuesta a la presentacion de la AEE del 23 de
febrero de 2026. En su escrito, la AEE intento justificar su requisito de ingresos propuesto
mediante citas del expediente que supuestamente respaldaban sus cifras. La presentacion
de la AEE constituye defensa indebida porque insta al NEPR a adoptar su requisito de
ingresos sustentado en documentacion que no ofrece respaldo adecuado.

La presentacion de la AEE es un escrito tardio sobre el requisito de ingresos al cual
las demads partes no tuvieron oportunidad de responder. El Oficial Examinador orden6 que
la presentacion de la AEE no contuviera defensa y se limitara a declaraciones claras de los
elementos del requisito de ingresos y sus referencias en el expediente. La AEE present6 su
nuevo escrito alegando respaldar cientos de millones en gastos con citas que eran
inconsistentes con su propio requisito de ingresos o carecian de sustento real.

Los Bonistas identifican ejemplos representativos de esta defensa indebida en las
categorias de gastos de HoldCo, HydroCo y el Sistema de Retiro. La ausencia de alguna
cita especifica en esta lista ilustrativa no debe interpretarse como aceptacion o conformidad
de los Bonistas con dicha cita. La AEE solicita decenas de millones de ddlares en costos
sin proveer calculos ni evidencia que expliquen cémo se determinaron esos montos. Estos
ejemplos demuestran la defensa inherente del uso selectivo y engafioso que hace la AEE
del expediente administrativo. Los Bonistas respetuosamente solicitan que el NEPR

descarte la presentacion del nuevo informe sobre las necesidades de ingresos de PREPA.
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