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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue 
Requirements and Rates Associated with its 
2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account 
(ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable 
Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas 
Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation  

Application 24-05-009 
(Filed May 15, 2024) 

JOINT CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY (U 39 E), THE PUBLIC ADVOCATES OFFICE, THE CALIFORNIA 
COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION, THE DIRECT ACCESS CUSTOMER 

COALITION, AND THE SMALL BUSINESS UTILITY ADVOCATES 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Pursuant to Rule 13.9 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure (“Rules”), and the September 11, 2024 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Ordering 

Meet and Confer and Joint Case Management Statement (the “Ruling”), issued in Application (“A.”) 24-

05-009, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), the Commission’s Public Advocates Office (“Cal 

Advocates”), the California Community Choice Association (“CalCCA”), the Direct Access Customer 

Coalition (“DACC”), and the Small Business Utility Advocates (“SBUA” and together with the other 

Parties, “the Joint Parties”) submit this Joint Case Management Statement (“CMS”).1  Consistent with the 

Ruling, this Joint CMS also includes a PG&E response concerning questions posed in the Ruling 

concerning the timing of Commission action on a proposed decision in this proceeding at the December 19, 

2024 Commission Business Meeting. 

 

 
1  Rule 1.8(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure states: “If a document is tendered for 

filing on behalf of more than one person, only one person (or one person's attorney or representative) 
need sign the document unless otherwise required by these rules. The title or first paragraph of the 
document must identify all persons on whose behalf the document is tendered and state their Case 
Information System Identification Numbers, if applicable (see Rule 1.6(b)). The signature of a person 
in these circumstances certifies that the signer has been fully authorized by the indicated persons to 
sign and tender the document and to make the representations stated in subsection (b) on their behalf.”  
Pursuant to Rule 1.8 (d), PG&E confirms that counsels for Cal Advocates, CalCCA, DACC, and 
SBUA have authorized PG&E to file Sections I and II of this CMS on their behalf.  
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II. JOINT PARTY RESPONSE TO RULING  

Following the service of PG&E’s rebuttal testimony on September 24, 2024, as ordered by the 

Ruling, parties met and conferred on September 26, 2024 to discuss the following topics. 

1. If the parties stipulate to the receipt of prepared testimony into evidence without direct 

or cross-examination or other need to convene an evidentiary hearing; or  

2. If the parties have resources, readiness and need for a remote evidentiary hearing. 

Pursuant to Rule 13.9, parties met to further address which issues remain in dispute, 

identify the parties disputing those issues, and provide summaries of those parties’ 

positions. 

As of the time of the meet and confer, parties could not stipulate to the  receipt of prepared testimony into 

evidence without direct or cross-examination.  Parties discussed the need for a remote evidentiary hearing 

on October 2, 2024 to resolve certain factual issues raised by PG&E and contested by CalCCA. 
A. Issues Remaining in Dispute 

With reference to those issues listed in the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, 

dated August 1, 2024 in this proceeding, the following issues are in dispute: 

SCOPING ISSUE 1. Whether PG&E’s requested 2025 ERRA forecast revenue requirement is 

reasonable, including the following:  

a. PG&E’s forecasted 2025 energy procurement revenue requirements to become effective in rates 

on January 1, 2025;  and 

d. PG&E’s proposal to update its methodology to allocate Common Costs of the Power Charge 

Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) eligible portfolio (Common Cost Issue).  

SCOPING ISSUE 2. Whether to adopt forecasted electric sales for 2025 (i.e.,  whether PG&E’s 

load forecast methodology is reasonable). 

 
B. Party Summary of Disputed Issues 

1. CalCCA Statement 

PG&E’s forecast use of previously-banked Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) to meet its Minimum 
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Retained RPS requirement is a disputed issue in this proceeding. In its rebuttal testimony, PG&E explains 

that following the date its prepared testimony was submitted, PG&E has offered additional volumes of 2025 

RECs for sale, and there is no longer a need to categorize any volume of 2025 RECs as “Excess RPS.”2 

PG&E states its Fall Update will reflect a forecast RPS deficiency relative to PG&E’s bundled service 

customers annual RPS imputed compliance requirement for 2025.3 To meet the forecast 2025 Minimum 

Retained RPS requirements, PG&E states it anticipates using RECs generated in 2018 and 2020.4 The 

magnitude of PG&E’s forecast deficiency, the volume of 2018 and 2020 RECs PG&E will use, the 

sequence in which PG&E will use those RECs, and PG&E’s accounting treatment for those volumes are 

each unresolved and therefore disputed issues of fact.  

PG&E’s proposal to change its methodology for allocating its common costs is a disputed issue in 

this proceeding. PG&E described its proposal in its prepared direct testimony. CalCCA contested PG&E’s 

proposal in its direct testimony, and proposed its own methodology for allocating PG&E’s common costs to 

generation-related balancing accounts and across Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) vintages 

based on the gross revenue requirements associated with each. That methodology is similar to the proposal 

PG&E originally made (in its 2024 ERRA Forecast Application proceeding, A.23-05-012). In its rebuttal 

testimony, PG&E proposes to refine its proposed common cost allocation methodology. Among other 

assertions, PG&E asserts its refined methodology “accurately reflect[s] [Southern California Edison’s] 

adopted methodology[.]”5 PG&E claims that the allocation of common costs under a gross cost allocation 

methodology, which it previously proposed and which CalCCA proposes here, could have “distortionary 

effects on cost allocation.”6 PG&E states the methodology CalCCA proposes would be impacted 

significantly by energy market prices, which according to PG&E “do not reflect on whose behalf Common 

Costs are being incurred.”7 PG&E describes its allocation methodology as the “most equitable cost 

allocation” approach among the approaches in the record. CalCCA disputes PG&E’s proposed common 

cost allocation methodology and does not agree the Commission should adopt that methodology. Moreover, 

 
2 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 17:1-4. 
3 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 17:9-11. 
4 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 17:26-27. 
5 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 19:15-16. 
6 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 21:11. 
7 PG&E Rebuttal Testimony at 21:30-31. 
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CalCCA disputes several of the factual assertions PG&E makes in support of its proposed (revised) 

common cost allocation methodology, including those described above. This issue is therefore a disputed 

issue. 
 

2. SBUA Statement 

SBUA contends that PG&E’s 2025 electric sales forecast methodology fails to fully account for the 

impacts on sales of lasting behavioral changes catalyzed by the COVID-19 pandemic, particularly the 

impacts of the shift towards increased working from home and reduced commercial office space utilization. 

This may result in an overstatement of commercial sales and an understatement of residential sales. 

SBUA asserts that PG&E’s “exponential decay” model and lack of consideration for updated 

mobility data or other relevant sources are inadequate for capturing the impacts of these ongoing shifts in 

usage patterns. These methodological issues could lead to inaccurate forecasts and, consequently, improper 

rate allocations that could disproportionately affect small commercial customers. 
 

3. PG&E Statement 

a. Minimum Retained RPS Issue 

PG&E’s Prepared Testimony contained a forecast of certain volumes of 2025 Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (“RPS”) renewable energy certificates (RECs) that exceeded PG&E’s annually imputed 2025 RPS 

target.  In Prepared Testimony, PG&E sought to forecast the value of 2025 RECs exceeding its annual 2025 

RPS compliance target at $0.  PG&E referred to such forecast 2025 volumes as “Excess RECs”.  This 

ratemaking treatment was contested by CalCCA.   

In Rebuttal Testimony, PG&E clarified that following Prepared Testimony, PG&E engaged in 

commercial sales for amounts of 2025 RECs, reducing the amount of forecast 2025 RECs available to 

PG&E to apply toward its bundled customer compliance target used for Power Charge Indifference 

Adjustment (“PCIA”) ratesetting.  As a result, there are no forecast 2025 volumes of “Excess RPSs.”  In its 

Fall Update, PG&E will need to apply certain volumes of RECs generated before 2025 to meet a Minimum 

Retained RPS requirement used in PCIA ratesetting.  To meet its Minimum Retained RPS requirement, 

PG&E will follow the directive for first-in-first-out identified in OP12 of D.23-12-022 for applying RECs 

banked in or after 2019 first. 
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b. Common Cost Allocation Issue  

In its Application, PG&E proposed to modify its methodology to allocate Common Costs of the 

Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”)-eligible portfolio to all benefitting customers for the 

purpose of the 2024 True-Up and the 2025 Forecast.  PG&E supported Commission adoption of the 

methodology that is in place for Southern California Edison Company.  PG&E’s Common Costs fall into 

two general categories: (1) Energy Supply Administration (“ESA”) costs and (2) non-ESA costs, such as 

collateral posting costs. 

Following the submission of CalCCA’s Testimony which, among other things, clarified SCE’s 

allocation methodology, PG&E’s Rebuttal Testimony refined its proposed Common Costs allocation to (1) 

allocate ESA costs to PABA, ERRA, and NSGBA based on the account and vintage assignment for the 

utility owned generation revenue requirement approved in PG&E’s General Rate Case as shown in Table 1 

of PG&E’s Rebuttal Testimony; and (2) allocate non-ESA costs to the ERRA, PABA, and NSGBA based 

on the authorized net revenue requirement as authorized in the most recent ERRA Forecast proceeding, and 

thereafter allocate costs to vintaged PABA subaccounts weighted by gross revenue requirement. 
 

c. Load Forecast Issue 

PG&E submits that its 2025 load forecast methodology is reasonable and should be adopted for 

2025 ratesetting.  PG&E has repeatedly incorporated new information about post COVID-19 energy usage 

patterns into its sales forecast, including explicitly modeling a “new normal” level of energy usage, partly in 

response to SBUA concerns, as described in Opening Testimony.  PG&E has not seen any evidence to 

support further adjustments to PG&E’s 2025 load forecast and submits that further adjustments do not have 

merit as PG&E’s load forecasting models already include and aggregate drivers of shifts in energy usage, 

including those catalyzed by the COVID-19 pandemic.  Further, SBUA has not provided existing data or 

analysis that would make additional adjustments they advocate feasible.  Finally, PG&E contests assertions 

that any alleged over-forecasting of commercial usage in its 2025 ERRA Forecast would lead to improper 

rate allocations.  PG&E calculates rates using processes established by Decision 21-11-016.  Under those 

processes, any purported shift in the sales forecast between customer classes would not result in a rate 

increase specific to commercial rates.  
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C. An Estimate of Time requested for Cross-Examination and Identification of 

Anticipated Exhibits 

CalCCA contends that there are material issues of fact in dispute that require evidentiary hearings, 

and submits the following witness list and cross examination list by issue. 

 
Witness 
Name 

Issue Cross Time 
Estimate, by 
Party  

PG&E Redirect Time 
Estimate (as 
necessary) 

Witness 
Hoffman 

Forecast 2025 Minimum 
Retained RPS Issue (Scoping 
Memo Issue  (a)) 

30 5 mins 

Witness 
Matusiak 

Common Cost Issue (Scoping 
Memo Issue 1(d)) 

2 hours 20 minutes 

 

With regard to anticipated exhibits, as of the date of this CMS, Attachment 1 contains a proposed 

exhibit list containing party testimonies served to date, including exhibits that are not anticipated to be the 

subject of cross examination.  Parties anticipate that further exhibits may be identified prior to evidentiary 

hearing, and seek further direction from the ALJ concerning a formal process for exhibits. 

 
D. Identify and, if possible, informally resolve any anticipated motions 

The parties anticipate to file a joint motion to move their testimony and exhibits into the record that 

are not entered at hearing, and corresponding motions to seal the evidentiary record pursuant to Rule 11.5. 

 
E. Identify the Facts and Issues in the Case that are Uncontested and may be the Subject 

of Stipulation 

Given that the Fall Update will be issued on October 16, 2024, the parties are unable to identify a 

final list of issues that are uncontested and may be the subject of stipulation. However, the parties will 

identify the particular issues that remain contested/uncontested in their opening and reply briefs and 

comments to the Fall Update. 

 
F. Identify the facts and issues in the case that are in dispute 

The parties refer to Section II B.  Further, given that the Fall Update has yet to be submitted, the 

parties are unable to finalize the list of facts and other issues that remain in dispute at this time.  However, 

the parties will make every effort to identify the particular issues that remain contested/uncontested in their 
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opening and reply briefs and in their comments to the Fall Update. 

 
G. Determine whether the contested issues in the case can be narrowed 

Not applicable.  Refer to Section II B and II F. 
 

H. Determine whether settlement is possible. 

SBUA and PG&E believe that further settlement discussions merit consideration. These parties 

have initiated discussions to explore options impactful to PG&E’s showing for its 2026 load forecast of 

small commercial load. 

III. PG&E RESPONSE TO TIMING QUESTIONS  

PG&E responds to the timing questions as follows: 

1. Does PG&E still anticipate that a December 19, 2024, vote would require 
implementation of rates on February 1, 2025, or does PG&E anticipate that it may be 
able to implement without a delay on January 1, 2025?  

PG&E anticipates a significant challenge to implement a final decision in this proceeding if it is not 

approved until the December 19, 2024 CPUC voting meeting. While it may be feasible to further compress 

the January 1 rate implementation timeline, PG&E believes this would introduce unnecessary risk since 

there would be very little time to correct any defects detected during the rate testing and validation process 

which could jeopardize a January 1, 2025 electric rate change or potentially introduce errors in rates that are 

ultimately implemented.  

If PG&E is not able to implement the revenue requirements and sales forecasts ultimately adopted 

by a final decision in this proceeding on January 1, 2025, PG&E would instead prefer to implement the 

decision in rates on March 1, 2025 to consolidate the changes with a previously scheduled rate change 

rather than adjusting rates for customers in three subsequent months (January, February, and March).  

PG&E notes that it would continue to have a January 1, 2025 rate change to implement other adopted items 

such as the annual change to FERC Transmission rates. 

2. If a delay is anticipated, what rate impacts, if any, specifically due to this delay in 
implementation of ERRA costs do you estimate for all classifications of customers?  

If a final decision in this proceeding is not implemented on January 1, 2025, the ERRA-related 

revenue requirements and resulting rates from Test Year 2024 adopted by D.23-12-022 in PG&E’s 2024 



8  

 

ERRA Forecast proceeding would temporarily remain in effect.  This could cause incremental over- or 

under-collections in balancing accounts until the newly adopted revenue requirements and sales can be 

implemented.  To mitigate this, one possibility could be to adjust rates upon implementation to recover the 

most recent recorded balancing account balances.  For example, if PG&E implemented the change on 

March 1, 2025, PG&E would aim to incorporate recorded balances through January 2025.  However, if 

these balances were to continue to be amortized over a 12-month period, beginning March 1, 2025, there 

would likely be residual over- or under-collections at the end of the calendar year which would impact rates  

in the following year.  PG&E does not have an estimate for the resulting rate impact since it is heavily 

dependent on the Market Price Benchmarks and recorded balancing account balances. 

3. If a delay is anticipated, what specific parts of the rate implementation process take the 
most time? Please provide a breakdown of the process, its individual steps, and the time 
each step requires.  

For most electric rate changes, PG&E’s rates team and various billing teams typically request a 

minimum of 15 business days from the issuance of the final decision until the rate effective date.  This time 

is needed to calculate and validate final rate values for PG&E’s numerous rate schedules and rate 

components, import the rates into PG&E’s two billing systems, and perform the necessary testing and 

validation prior to the rate effective date.  For PG&E’s major consolidated electric rate change on January 1 

(known as the Annual Electric True-up (AET)), PG&E’s teams have historically been able to perform the 

necessary activities under a compressed schedule by extending working hours to evening and weekends, 

often accommodating final decisions issued 10 business days prior to the rate effective date.  However, the 

last CPUC voting meeting for 2024 is scheduled for December 19th, which is later than previous years.  This 

would further compress PG&E’s AET implementation timeline to 7 business days (a further reduction of 3 

business days) which would impede on the testing and validation steps required to accurately implement 

rates on January 1, 2025.   

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 

/ / / 
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/ / / 

The table below summarizes the rate implementation process if a final decision is voted out on 

December 19th, including each activity, description, and the number of required business days. 
 

Table 1 
Rate Implementation Timeline 

 

# Activity Description Start Date End Date 

Required 
Length of 
Activity 

(Business 
Day 

Requirement) 
1 CPUC Voting Meeting   12/19/2024 12/19/2024 1 

2 Finalize Rate 
Calculations 

Calculate rates with 
adopted revenue 

requirement and sales 
forecast and validate 

results 

12/20/2024 12/23/2024 2* 

3 
Upload Final Rates Into 

First Testing 
Environment 

Initial upload of rates 
into PG&E's billing 

systems. 
12/24/2024 12/24/2024 1 

4 Perform Rate 
Validation 

Test and validate that 
rate values have been 
imported correctly.  
Correct any issues 

identified. 

12/26/2024 12/27/2024 1.5 

5 
Migrate Final Rates to 

Second Testing 
Environment 

Electric rates are 
uploaded into second 
testing environment to 
test energy statement 

calculations. 

12/27/2024 12/27/2024 0.5 

6 
Perform Energy 

Statement Testing and 
Validation 

Generate energy 
statements and test 

against separate rate 
calculations.  Correct 
any issues identified 

12/28/2024 1/2/2025 3** 

7 

Obtain Sign-offs and 
Migrate Final Rates to 

Production 
Environment 

Once final sign-offs 
are received, migrate 
rates into production 
prior to rate effective 

date 

1/3/2025 1/4/2025 2 

      
 * Two weekend days are utilized to finalize the 

rate calculations. 
   

 ** Due to compressed scheduled for the Annual Electric True-up compared to typical rate 
changes, certain teams perform testing during weekend/holidays. 
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4. If PG&E anticipates it can implement on January 1, 2025, what specific factors best
support timely implementation?

A final decision being issued in this proceeding by the December 5, 2024 CPUC voting meeting 

would best support timely implementation on January 1, 2025.  If this is not possible, to the extent that there 

are any revisions issued to the proposed decision prior to the December 19, 2024 CPUC voting meeting, 

PG&E requests that they be issued at least 5 business days in advance of the voting meeting.  This would 

allow PG&E to begin incorporating the revised revenue requirements into its rate models in anticipation of 

the vote on December 19, 2025 which would assist in possibly reducing the time needed for Activity #2 and 

allow PG&E to begin Activity #3 shortly after the CPUC Voting Meeting.  However, PG&E notes the risks 

outlined in Question 1 would still apply given the compressed schedule for rate testing and validation.  

Further, PG&E recognizes that modifications to the proposed decision may be made up to and including the 

Commission meeting, which can render any pre-work inaccurate. 

IV. CONCLUSION

The Joint Parties appreciate this opportunity to submit this CMS Statement.

Respectfully submitted, 

By   /Maria V. Wilson              
      MARIA V. WILSON 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
300 Lakeside Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612 
Telephone: (415) 732-9883 
Facsimile:  (415) 972-5952 
E-Mail:      maria.wilson@pge.com

Attorney for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

September 27, 2024 
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01 
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Brian 
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Dickman on Behalf of the California 
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September 3, 2024  
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CalCCA-
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Dickman, 
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Behalf of the California Community 
Choice Association, dated September 
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