BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

11/12/24
Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company 04:59 PM
for Adoption of Electric Revenue Requirements A2405009

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 (U39E)

Application 24-05-009

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S FALL UPDATE TESTIMONY

PUBLIC VERSION
Leanne Bober Nikhil Vijaykar
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy Tim Lindl
General Counsel Keyes & Fox LLP
Willie Calvin 580 California Street, 12 Floor
Regulatory Case Manager San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (408) 621-256
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com
ASSOCIATION tlindl@keyesfox.com
1121 L Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone: (415) 302-2376
E-mail: regulatory@cal-cca.org
Counsel to
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY

November 12, 2024 CHOICE ASSOCIATION



II.

I1I.

IV.

SUBJECT MATTER INDEX

THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PG&E’S RA AND RPS MPB MITIGATION

PROPOSALS ...ttt ettt 7
PG&E’s Proposals are Procedurally Defective.........ccoocveviiiiieniiiiiieiecieeie e 7
PG&E’s Proposals are Out of Scope and Prejudicial to Intervening Parties.................. 8
The Commission Does Not Permit Policymaking in ERRA Forecast Proceedings....... 8
No Special Circumstances Warrant Adoption of the Proposals ..........ccccecueevieniienenne. 9
PG&E’s Proposals Violate Indifference Contrary to State Law..........coceveeviiniincnnennene 11
Faithfully Applying the PCIA Framework Results In Indifference, Consistent With the
Requirements Of State Law ........ccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiieie e 11
PG&E’s Undeveloped Criticisms of the RA MPB Fall Far Short of Establishing a Cost
Shift Within the Commission’s Indifference Framework ............cccooiniiniiiininennne. 13
a. PG&E’s Claims of Unreasonable RA MPB Updated Levels Do Not Demonstrate a
COSE SHITE ...ttt 14
b. Potential Revisions to the RA MPB Calculation Methodology Are Just as Likely to
Increase the Value of Capacity POrtfolios .........ccceeoiieiiiiiiieiiieiieeieeeeee e 16
PG&E’s MPB Proposals Create More Problems Than They Solve ...........ccccevievienennnen. 21
PG&E’s Mitigation Proposals Would Require Changes to Already Executed RPS and
RA CONLTACES ...t 21

PG&E’s Proposed Tracker Could Cause Bundled Customer Rates to Spike and Would
Force Parties to Expend Time and Resources Verifying PG&E’s Accrued Balance .. 23

ERRORS IN THE FALL UPDATE SHOULD BE CORRECTED PRIOR TO THE

IMPLEMENTATION OF 2025 RATES .....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiieieeecceeceeeee 24
THE COMMISSION SHOULD APPROVE CALCCA’S RECOMMENDED COMMON
COST ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY .....coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiecieseeieeeeeeieeve e 25
PG&E CORRECTLY MADE AGREED-UPON ADJUSTMENTS TO ITS REVENUE

REQUIREMENTS ..ottt 29
CONCLUSION ..ottt s e s s 29

CalCCA Comments on Fall Update i



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

Statutes

Cal. Pub. Util. €Code § 305.2 ..ottt ettt et e e ta e e e aa e e e aeeesaneeesraeeans 27
Cal. Pub. Util. €Code § 300.2 .....oceeeieeieeeeeee ettt ettt e tre e e tae e e ta e e e aeeesanaeesraeenns 27
Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 306.2(2) .eeeveerieeiieiieeie ettt ettt ettt et ettt e seaeeseesaaeesseessneeseesnseens 12
Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 454.5(d)(3).uriiiuiiiiiiieiieeeiie ettt ettt et e eaee e e rae e srae e eareeeeens 9
Commission Decisions

DL0O-0T-030 ... ittt e et eec e e e e e e e e e e e e eeee e —a——aaaaeeeeaanrrrraaaaeeeeananes 11
DLI80T2009 ... e e e e e e et e et e e et e e e e araeeeenraaeeaanns 9,12
DLI8T070T9 et e e et e e e et e e e eeta e e e e eaa e e e e e e e e e eeraeaeaanas 15,16
DL1O-T0-00T oottt e et e e et e e e et e e e e eetae e e e e ear e e e e etraeeeeeareeeeenarraaaan 23
22005015 e e e et e e e e et e e e aaaeeeeeraeaeaann 22,23
Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure

RULE 6.3 .ot e e e e e et e e e et e e e e e ar e e e e e e e e e eeareeeeenrraaean 12

CalCCA Comments on Fall Update i



SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

e The Commission should reject each of PG&E’s! MPB “mitigation measures,” and establish
2025 revenue requirements and rates without applying any mitigation to Energy Division’s
updated MPBs, for the following reasons:

(@]

The Commission already deemed out of scope the exact same “mitigation
measures” PG&E now proposes for a second time;

PG&E’s proposed measures improperly modify the PCIA framework and
transgress the limited purpose of ERRA Forecast proceedings;

PG&E cites no precedent and no evidence of extraordinary circumstances that
would justify deviating from a near-decade of precedent preventing revisions to the
Commission’s indifference framework in an ERRA forecast proceeding—Iet alone
circumstances and evidence that would allow a party to directly defy a Commission
Scoping Ruling;

PG&E’s high-level criticisms of the RA MPBs, and the methodology used to
calculate those MPBs, do not demonstrate a cost shift nor merit any ad hoc change
to the Commission’s established indifference framework in this proceeding; and

No party has established PG&E’s capacity portfolio is over-valued in the Fall
Update, especially given the outstanding proposal from SCE in its ERRA Forecast
proceeding that would increase the value of RA capacity by $352 million.

e PG&E-acknowledged errors in the utility’s Fall Update should be corrected prior to the
implementation of 2025 rates.

e The Commission should reject PG&E’s unjustified and inequitable allocation methodology for
ESA common costs, including its unlawful proposal to retroactively apply any new
methodology the Commission adopts here to the 2024 true-up. Instead, the Commission

should:

(@)

Adopt CalCCA’s recommended ESA cost allocation methodology, which mirrors
PG&E’s proposal from last year and avoids the cost-shifting inherent in PG&E’s
proposal, by allocating Common Costs across the ERRA, CAM and PABA based
on the gross revenue requirement in each category, and to PCIA vintages based on
the gross revenue requirement by vintage; and

Avoid the retroactive ratemaking that would result from applying a new allocation
methodology to calculate 2024 rates.

1

this brief.

Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of
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e The Commission should approve the following proposals that are no longer in controversy
after briefing and the Fall Update:

o Touse 2018 and, if necessary, 2020 banked RECs on a FIFO basis to meet its 2025
Minimum Retained RPS requirement, and to value the RECs it uses at the 2025
Forecast RPS Adder;

o To adjust its PCIA revenue requirement to reflect an agreed-upon adjustment that
spreads RA projected to be Sold or Unsold across System, Local and Flex RA
categories based on the proportion of available RA by category; and

o To adjust its PCIA revenue requirement to reflect an agreed-upon adjustment
related to an error in the amount PG&E included as the amortization of the gain on
sale of PG&E’s SFGO headquarters.
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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 (U39E)

Application 24-05-009

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S FALL UPDATE TESTIMONY

California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) hereby submits these Comments on
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Fall Update Testimony? in the Application of Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) 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 (U39E)
(Application) per the procedural schedule established by the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping
Memo and Ruling* (Scoping Ruling), as modified by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Fox’s

October 14, 2024, Email Ruling Granting Extension Requests With Modifications.’

2 California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice

electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San Jos¢ Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

3 Application (A.) 24-05-009, Pacific Gas and Electric Company 2025 Energy Resource Recovery
Account and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return
and Reconciliation Fall Update Testimony (Oct. 23, 2024) (PG&E Fall Update Testimony).

4 A.24-05-009, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Aug. 1, 2024) (Scoping
Ruling).

> A.24-05-009, Email Ruling Granting Extensions With Modifications (Oct. 14, 2024).
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PG&E’s Fall Update attempts to revive a proposal to withhold the value of its Resource
Adequacy (RA) capacity portfolio from departed load customers by capping the Commission’s
RA Market Price Benchmark (MPB), despite the Scoping Ruling expressly excluding that proposal
from the scope of this proceeding. The utility then steps further out of bounds and expands the
proposal to cap the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) MPB and withhold even more value from
departed customers. The utility’s justification for defying the Scoping Ruling is an undeveloped
cost-shift argument identifying a handful of factors PG&E believes may suggest the utility’s RA
portfolio is over-valued. However, at no point in this proceeding has any party demonstrated
PG&E’s RA portfolio is over-valued, put forward a different methodology with which to value
that portfolio, or calculated the resulting difference that would constitute a cost shift. It would be
a significant departure from the Commission’s rules, practices, principles and precedent for the
thin, high-level analysis in the Fall Update to spur the Commission to abandon the past five years
of PCIA ratemaking in an ERRA Forecast proceeding. Even PG&E’s Fall Update perplexingly
acknowledges that issues with the RA MPB calculation methodology are not appropriate for fact-
finding and resolution in an ERRA Forecast proceeding.

Specifically, PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals (1) are procedurally defective; (2) violate
indifference contrary to state law; (3) would create more problems than they solve; and (4)
prejudge a future proceeding that, if proposals like those put forward by SCE in its ERRA Forecast
case are adopted, may well increase the value of PG&E’s RA portfolio. First, PG&E’s proposals
are procedurally defective because, in addition to contravening a Scoping Ruling that expressly

excluded such proposals from the proceeding,® ALJ Fox confirmed in an October 8, 2024, Ruling

Scoping Ruling at 3.
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that such proposals remain “outside the scope” of this proceeding.” While CalCCA’s comments
herein address the substance of PG&E’s proposals out of an abundance of caution, CalCCA and
the Direct Access Customer Coalition (DACC) also filed on November 1, 2024, the attached Joint
Motion to Strike portions of PG&E’s testimony.® That Motion, which explains in detail why
PG&E’s mitigation proposals exceed the scope of this proceeding, should be granted.

Second, PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals violate the indifference principle established
in multiple provisions of the California Public Utilities Code. The Commission established the
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) framework to ensure indifference between bundled
and unbundled customers per the requirements of state law. The parties faithfully implement the
PCIA framework in the investor-owned utilities’ (IOUs’) annual ERRA Forecast proceedings. To
the extent any party believes the PCIA framework is not creating indifference and results in a cost
shift, the Commission has stated time and again that revisiting that framework should take place
in a policymaking proceeding, and not the ERRA Forecast Proceedings. Any new MPB or other
component of the framework would then be implemented on a going-forward basis in a future
ERRA Forecast proceeding, i.e., the path the Commission has consistently followed in the past.

These comments explain why each of PG&E’s criticisms of the MPB do not tell a complete
story, and, importantly, why those criticisms are a far cry from the level of analysis required to
demonstrate or quantify a cost shift. But even if the Commission believed the current MPB
calculation methodology could result in a cost shift (and CalCCA does not agree that it does), there

are simply no extraordinary circumstances here that warrant changes to the PCIA framework

! A.24-05-009, Email Ruling Requesting Party Comments On Procedural Mechanisms (Oct. 8,
2024) (stating “Comments should be limited to the scope of this proceeding, and not address issues outside
of the scope, such as whether the MPB methodology should be changed.”)

8 A.24-05-009, Joint Motion to Strike Portions of PG&E’s Fall Update Testimony of California
Community Choice Association and the Direct Access Customer Coalition (Nov. 1, 2024) (Motion to
Strike), attached hereto as Attachment 1.
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before the Commission conducts a more thorough investigation. Updating PG&E’s Fall Update
testimony with MPBs that Energy Division published on November 5, 2024, bundled rates will
decline by 2.76 percent without any MPB mitigation,” driven by a significant drop in brown
power prices. That decrease in the Energy Index reduces costs to bundled customers. In PG&E’s
service territory, lower market prices for electricity reduce ERRA costs by $840 million in 2024.
Further, compared to PG&E’s initial filing, declines in forecasted market prices for electricity as
reflected in the Energy Index MPB reduced the cost to procure energy for bundled customers by
an additional - million. In short, the steep bundled rate increase PG&E initially predicted in
support of its original RA MPB cap proposal has not materialized, and the Commission need not
take extraordinary actions in this proceeding.

Third, PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals would cause more problems than they solve. As
PG&E itself acknowledges,!® certain existing RPS Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer
(VAMO) contracts and Modified Cost Allocation Mechanism (ModCAM) RA contracts settle at
the Commission’s MPBs and would require amendments (and additional Commission process) if
the Commission were to adopt mitigations to the MPBs in this proceeding. Moreover, PG&E’s
proposal to implement a tracker that records differences between the Commission’s MPBs and the
“mitigated” MPBs would introduce significant complexity into future ERRA Forecast and
Compliance proceedings. More importantly, it would delay rate changes and threaten a significant

future bundled customer rate increase in future years, especially if PG&E imposes the recorded

K To calculate the impact of the revised MPBs, CalCCA updated the RA MPBs in PG&E’s
workpapers used to calculate the Indifference Amount forecast (Chapter 10) and the projected 2024 year
end PABA and ERRA balances (Chapter 15). The revised PCIA revenue requirements, and forecasted cost
of retained RA, were then input into PG&E’s rate design workpaper (Chapter 20). The revised RA MPBs
increase PCIA rates $0.0005/kWh on average, and reduce bundled generation rates $0.0007/kWh.

10 See PG&E Fall Update Testimony at AtchC-12.
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balances on customers in a year without the substantial decrease in the Energy Index seen this
year.

While PG&E’s mitigation proposals should not be adopted, the Commission has rightly
shown an interest in evaluating the impact of changes in the RA market on the RA MPB calculation
methodology. Indeed, RA market prices have been high over the last couple years, and those
market conditions appear to be persisting, if not worsening. Load-serving entities (LSE) like the
I0OUs and community choice aggregators (CCA) are well-aware of those market conditions. In
recent years, LSEs have regularly paid high prices, many times well in excess of the RA MPB, to
procure RA to meet their obligations. The Commission should consider RA market scarcity and
consider how changes to the RA market—including the Slice-of-Day (SOD) framework—might
impact scarcity, pricing, and ultimately, the calculation of the RA MPB. But, as parties agree, that
thorough evaluation should occur in a proceeding outside of this ERRA Forecast proceeding.

Finally, even if the Commission does move forward in a future proceeding to examine the
MPB calculation, the outcome of that proceeding is far from a foregone conclusion. For example,
in its ERRA Forecast case, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) proposes changes to how
it calculates the quantity of RA capacity in its portfolio using a “SOD RA Effectiveness Factor.”
If approved, the SOD RA Effectiveness Factor would increase the value of that portfolio by
$352 million. In other words, the future proceeding could decrease or increase the MPB or the
value of the IOUs’ RA portfolios. The Commission should not prejudge the outcome of that future
proceeding by making any changes to the PCIA framework in this proceeding based on a wholly
unproven fact that PG&E’s portfolio is over-valued. Stable bundled generation rates allow the

Commission to carefully consider party input with respect to the RA market and RA MPB and

CalCCA Comments on the Fall Update 5



uniformly implement any necessary changes to the MPB calculation in the IOUs’ subsequent

ERRA Forecast proceedings.

PG&E’s Fall Update makes two errors the utility agrees should be corrected. Such

corrections should take place prior to the implementation of 2025 rates and not via next year’s

true-up of the 2025 year-end Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) balance.

Beyond these Fall Update-specific issues, adopting the recommendations in CalCCA’s

Opening and Reply Briefs will ensure the Commission adopts just and reasonable rates, including:

Rejection of PG&E’s unjustified and inequitable allocation methodology for Energy
Services Administration (ESA) common costs (Common Costs), including its unlawful
proposal to retroactively apply any new methodology the Commission adopts here to the
2024 true-up;

Adoption of CalCCA’s recommended ESA cost allocation methodology, which allocates
Common Costs across the ERRA, Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM) and PABA based on
the gross revenue requirement in each category, and to PCIA vintages based on the gross
revenue requirement by vintage;

Approval of PG&E’s proposal to use 2018 and, if necessary, 2020 banked RECs on a
first-in, first-out (FIFO) basis to meet its 2025 Minimum Retained RPS requirement, and
to value the renewable energy credits (RECs) it uses at the 2025 Forecast RPS Adder; and

Adoption of certain agreed-upon changes to PG&E’s revenue requirements based on
CalCCA’s testimony reflected in PG&E’s Fall Update, including: (1) an agreed
adjustment that spreads RA projected to be Sold or Unsold across System, Local and Flex
RA categories based on the proportion of available RA by category; and (2) an agreed
adjustment related to an error in the amount PG&E included as the amortization of the
gain on sale of PG&E’s San Francisco General Office (SFGO) headquarters.

Finally, all analysis presented in these Comments utilizes the newly corrected MPBs that Energy

Division published on November 5, 2024. Based on those updated MPBs, bundled generation rates

will decline by 2.76 percent if the Commission adopts CalCCA’s recommended ESA allocation

methodology and the agreed-upon changes reflected in PG&E’s Fall Update.
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I THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PG&E’S RA AND RPS MPB
MITIGATION PROPOSALS

A. PG&E’s Proposals are Procedurally Defective

The RA and RPS mitigation proposals PG&E makes in its Fall Update testimony are
substantially similar to the RA MPB cap proposal PG&E made in its prepared testimony.!! Under
that proposal, in the event the 2024 Final and 2025 Forecast RA MPBs exceeded the 2024 Forecast
System RA MPB, PG&E proposed to continue applying the lower 2024 Forecast System RA MPB
for PCIA ratemaking purposes.!? This proposal would have applied indefinitely, i.e., until some
unknown point in the future when the Commission completes an examination of the RA MPB and
RA market in a yet-to-be established docket.!* PG&E also sought Commission approval to
implement a tracker during that period to record the differences in the value of the RA attributes
transferred between generation-related balancing accounts using the artificially capped RA MPB
and the actual RA MPBs (and, at some point in the future, to impose the accumulated balance on
its customers).'

The Commission, however, already expressly excluded PG&E’s proposal from the scope
of this proceeding in the Scoping Ruling, which states this proceeding

is the incorrect venue to address [RA MPB issues], given the clear
direction in prior decisions regarding the ratemaking calculation
methodologies that shall be applied in ERRA forecast applications,
and given the expedited schedule and record development needed to
reach resolutions for these matters. !>

i Exh. PG&E-01C at 2-1 to 2-20.
12 Exh. PG&E-02C at 2-18.

13 Id. at 2-19.

14 Id. at 2-18 to 2-109.

Scoping Ruling at 5.
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The Scoping Ruling also encouraged PG&E to “submit a Petition for Rulemaking to address its
larger concerns about the RA MPB Issue and to raise potential solutions.”!¢ Despite those clear
pronouncements, PG&E reintroduces a nearly identical RA MPB mitigation proposal in its Fall
Update testimony, expanded to include a cap on the RPS MPB. CalCCA and DACC jointly filed
the Motion to Strike portions of PG&E’s testimony discussing its mitigation, which is attached
hereto as Attachment 1.1

1. PG&E’s Proposals are Out of Scope and Prejudicial to Intervening
Parties

PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals are clearly beyond the scope of this proceeding and
violate Rule 7.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice, as the Motion to Strike explains in detail.!®
Moreover, PG&E’s proposals are severely prejudicial to intervening parties. The Fall Update
process in ERRA Forecast proceedings requires intervening parties to analyze the IOU’s updated
revenue requirements and rates, issue discovery, and prepare comments on the scoping issues in a
matter of weeks, sometimes less. In this proceeding, parties had to simultaneously prepare reply
briefs while analyzing and preparing comments both in response to ALJ Fox’s October 8 Ruling
and the Fall Update. The compressed timeline in ERRA Forecast proceedings makes it imperative
that the Commission prohibit the IOU from introducing new, out-of-scope proposals in the Fall
Update."”

2. The Commission Does Not Permit Policymaking in ERRA Forecast
Proceedings

Even if PG&E were advancing its MPB mitigation proposal for the first time in its Fall

Update Testimony (which it is not), and the Scoping Ruling had not addressed that proposal (which

16 Id.

17 See Motion to Strike.
18 Id. at 5-7.

19 Id. at 7-8.
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it did), the proposal would nevertheless be beyond the scope of this ERRA Forecast proceeding
and properly stricken. The Motion to Strike explains the Commission’s prohibition on
policymaking in ERRA Forecast proceedings in detail. Briefly, the purpose of ERRA Forecast
dockets is to assure timely recovery of the utilities’ actual electric procurement costs, as required
by Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(d)(3), among other Commission decision-mandated tasks.?
The approval of program costs, the appropriate rate mechanisms to recover those costs, and the
allocation of those costs among different customer groups is pre-determined via authorizing
Commission decisions in other proceedings including the utility’s general rate case.?! The scope
of ERRA Forecast proceedings is limited to evaluating the IOUs’ compliance with prior
Commission orders, rules, or policies.?? The Commission has forbidden policymaking in ERRA
Forecast cases unless a prior Commission decision has ordered such policymaking.?> PG&E’s
MPB mitigation proposals are textbook examples of policy proposals that exceed the scope of an
ERRA Forecast proceeding and therefore should not be considered.?*

3. No Special Circumstances Warrant Adoption of the Proposals

Despite the elevated RA and RPS MPBs, the 2025 bundled customer generation rates
proposed in PG&E’s Fall Update testimony are approximately 14.0 percent lower than the
bundled rates in effect when PG&E filed its Application. Bundled rates will decline by 2.76

percent relative to the rates currently in effect, without any MPB mitigation (and assuming the

20 Id. at 8.

2! 1.

2 See, e.g., A.13-05-015, Scoping Ruling and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 4 (Sept. 12,2013).
3 See, e.g., Decision (D.) 18-01-009 at 10 (finding that policy issues are properly addressed in other
dockets); see also id. at 14, Conclusion of Law (COL) 2 and Ordering Paragraph (OP) 2 (denying PG&E’s
request to modify its line loss calculation).

24 Motion to Strike at 10-11.
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Commission adopts CalCCA’s common cost allocation methodology).?> That 2.76 percent decline
includes the Commission’s revised MPBs released November 5, 2024, which included an
approximately 8 percent decrease in the actual 2024 System RA MPB and a 5 percent decrease in
the forecast 2025 System RA MPB.

Two factors drive this decrease in bundled generation rates despite the elevated MPBs: (1)
a year-end forecast of an approximately $500 million PABA undercollection, driven by several
factors PG&E describes in its Fall Update testimony;?® and (2) a significant drop in brown power
prices, which impacts the PABA undercollection but also the ERRA balances and forecast bundled
customer procurement costs. In PG&E’s service territory, lower market prices for electricity
reduce ERRA costs by $840 million in 2024.>7 Further, compared to PG&E’s initial filing,
declines in forecasted market prices for electricity as reflected in the Energy Index MPB reduced
the cost to procure energy for bundled customers by an additional- million.

PG&E’s Fall Update largely ignores this story, but the Commission should not. This
dramatic decrease in the costs to serve bundled customers is a marked shift from the rates PG&E
projected when it filed its Application. At that time, PG&E alleged that if its forecast of RA
forward prices materialized, and if the RA MPB reflecting those prices were not mitigated, it would
“result in high bundled service customer generation-related rates and bills[.]”*® PG&E estimated

updated RA MPBs would cause bundled generation rates to increase by 27 percent or 4.2 cents per

= To calculate the impact of the revised MPBs, CalCCA updated the RA MPBs in PG&E’s
workpapers used to calculate the Indifference Amount forecast (Chapter 10) and the projected 2024 year
end PABA and ERRA balances (Chapter 15). The revised PCIA revenue requirements, and forecasted cost
of retained RA, were then input into PG&E’s rate design workpaper (Chapter 20). The revised RA MPBs
increase PCIA rates $0.0005/kWh on average, and reduce bundled generation rates $0.0007/kWh.

26 PG&E Fall Update Testimony at 11-17.

27 Id. at 17.

2 PG&E-02C at 2-2.
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kWh compared to rates in effect on July 1, 2024, translating into an approximately $23.00 monthly
bill impact for a PG&E residential bundled service customer.?

Those impacts have not come to pass. There is no bundled generation customer rate
increase at all—let alone an extraordinary rate increase—that requires consideration of
extraordinary mitigation proposals like the one PG&E makes. PG&E’s mitigation is therefore
unnecessary and, to the extent the Commission considers it, the Commission should reject it.

B. PG&E’s Proposals Violate Indifference Contrary to State Law

1. Faithfully Applying the PCIA Framework Results In Indifference,
Consistent With the Requirements of State Law

As both CalCCA’s and PG&E’s briefs remind the Commission, state law requires that the
Commission prevent cost shifting between bundled and unbundled customers.>® The
Commission’s mechanism for ensuring bundled and unbundled customer indifference to load
departure is the PCIA framework. As the Commission explained when it replaced the original
“cost responsibility surcharge” with the PCIA: “[t]he PCIA is intended to preserve the indifference
concept adopted in D.02-11-022[.]! The central mechanism of the PCIA framework is a
forecasted “indifference amount” that compares each utility’s total power portfolio costs to market
benchmarks that reflect the value of that portfolio. Faithful application of the PCIA framework—
including both the costs and value sides of that coin—is the only Commission-sanctioned
methodology to produce indifference. Failing to follow that methodology produces cost shifts in
violation of California law.

Importantly, Section 366.2(g) of the Public Utilities Code requires that “estimated net

unavoidable electricity costs paid by the customers of a community choice aggregator shall be

» Id. at2-1.
30 See CalCCA Opening Brief at 9-10; CalCCA Reply Brief at 7-11; PG&E Opening Brief at 10-12.
3 D.06-07-030 at 25.
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reduced by the value of any benefits that remain with bundled service customers, unless the
customers of the community choice aggregator are allocated a fair and equitable share of those
benefits.” 32 That language is mandatory, not permissive. It requires the Commission to convey to
departed customers the value of PG&E’s generation portfolio retained by bundled customers, and
it does not permit the Commission to indefinitely defer that value. If PG&E were permitted to
“cap” the RA and/or RPS MPB as it proposes, it would impermissibly shift costs to departed load
customers in violation of Section 366.2(g) because it would fail to convey to departed customers
the full value of the RA and RPS benefits associated with PG&E’s PCIA portfolio and remaining
with bundled service customers.

To the extent PG&E or any party believes the current PCIA framework does not accurately
estimate any component of the costs or value of PG&E’s generation portfolio (and therefore does
not produce indifference), that party should follow the Scoping Ruling’s advice and file a Petition
for Rulemaking allowing the Commission to evaluate changes to the framework.* Nothing in the
legal standards relevant to this proceeding require the Commission to make ad hoc changes to any
component of the PCIA framework in ERRA Forecast proceedings. And doing so would
contravene nearly a decade of Commission precedent stating such changes are inappropriate.
While the Commission’s obligation under Section 451 of the Public Utilities Code to set just and
reasonable rates governs ERRA Forecast proceedings, the Commission has established a clear rule
against setting ratemaking policy in ERRA Forecast applications, as explained above.** Departing
from that rule in this proceeding would significantly undermine parties’ trust in the Commission

to set rates in an unbiased manner.

32 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g) (emphasis added).

33 See Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 6.3.

34 See D.18-01-009 at 10 (finding that policy issues and other industry-wide practices such as changes
to the PCIA methodology are properly addressed in rulemaking dockets, such as R.17-06-026).
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2. PG&E’s Undeveloped Criticisms of the RA MPB Fall Far Short of
Establishing a Cost Shift Within the Commission’s Indifference
Framework

The RA MPBs reflect the estimated value of each unit of capacity in an IOU’s PCIA-
eligible portfolio that can be used to satisfy RA obligations.’®> The MPB calculation is based on
actual market transaction data — i.e., the average of realized prices over the recent past — to estimate
value. The Forecast System RA MPB, for example, is calculated using the volume-weighted
average of all IOU, CCA, and Electric Service Provider (ESP) RA-only market transactions
executed from September of 2023 through August of 2024, for delivery in 2025.3¢ In other words,
the prices that LSEs participating in California’s RA market are paying are the inputs driving
Energy Division’s calculation of RA value; similar to the way that the price at which a stock
trades—not underlying costs—drive the value of a publicly traded company.

No party disputes RA prices are high. According to confidential data provided to CalCCA,
some LSEs purchased summer System RA capacity from other LSEs in California at prices well
over $80/kW-month in the past year, comfortably exceeding the 2025 Forecast System RA MPB
of $40.31/kW-month (which is based on transactions executed through August 2024 for delivery
in 2025). And, notably, LSEs have continued to transact for System RA capacity at similar levels
in September and October of 2024 (transactions that will be captured in the 2025 Actual RA MPB).
While a relatively small sample set, known prices indicate the underlying drivers of elevated RA
market prices are persisting, undermining PG&E’s implicit suggestion that an overcollection (due
to a reduction in the actual 2025 RA MPB) is all but certain.

PG&E’s internal RA price forward curves reflect similar expectations. As PG&E stated in

its prepared direct testimony: “Critically, PG&E’s forward curves of RA price forecasts suggest

33 See Market Price Benchmark Calculations 2024 (Oct. 4, 2024).
36 See id.
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that scarcity pricing may continue through 2024 and 2025 with even greater increases relative to
2021 and 20227 Given these conditions, it should be no surprise to anyone, including PG&E as
an active market participant, that the forecasted RA MPB is elevated, and no party, including
PG&E, has put forward a compelling reason to assume a 2025 overcollection, or abandon the
mark-to-market principles the Commission used to establish the benchmarks.

With that said, CalCCA acknowledges the RA MPB is elevated and may deserve the
Commission’s attention in a rulemaking and/or other policymaking proceeding. The record in this
proceeding, however, does not demonstrate any fundamental flaw in the MPB calculation
methodology, let alone demonstrate the impact of that flaw on PG&E’s procurement revenue
requirements or quantify a cost shift. PG&E offers criticisms of both the levels of the updated RA
MPBs, as well as the methodology for calculating those MPBs in its Fall Update testimony, but
those criticisms do not tell a complete story let alone demonstrate a cost shift.

a. PG&E’s Claims of Unreasonable RA MPB Updated Levels Do Not
Demonstrate a Cost Shift

PG&E claims the updated levels of the RA MPB are unreasonable because they exceed the
cost of operating existing resources, exceed the estimated cost of building new resources, and
create strong incentives to accept penalties rather than buying RA compliance products.’® While
the RA MPBs are certainly elevated and merit the Commission’s attention, PG&E’s comparisons
miss the mark.

First, the cost of existing resources is relevant to the California Independent System
Operator’s (CAISO) backstop capacity procurement mechanism (CPM).?* The CAISO’s “soft”

offer cap under its CPM reflects the going-forward estimated cost of maintaining and operating a

V7 PG&E-01C at 2-5:12-14.
38 PG&E Fall Update Testimony at AtchC-1.
39 See Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.06a.
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resource, including fuel, maintenance, and repair costs plus a 20 percent adder. But the CPM
benchmark has a completely different purpose than the MPB. The CPM is a mechanism that
procures RA when the market fails, it neither reflects the way in which the RA market is in fact
operating nor the prices that market participants are paying for RA. It is therefore not a reasonable
proxy for the value of the IOUs’ capacity portfolios.

Second, the “cost of building new resources” is a reference to the Cost of New Entry
(CONE),* which is the proxy price the Commission previously used to calculate the RA MPB
(prior to D.18-10-019)—before transitioning to its current approach based on market transactions.
Under the Commission’s prior approach, RA capacity value was calculated based on the going
forward cost of a combustion turbine as determine per the most recent California Energy
Commission (CEC) Comparative Costs of California Central Station Electricity Generation Report
for a small simple cycle merchant plant.*! Parties to the PCIA rulemaking, however, criticized that
approach as having “very little relationship to the actual market prices at which all LSEs buy and
sell RA capacity,” citing to low prices below CONE for recently executed RA contracts.*?
According to parties, the use of CONE as opposed to market prices led to an overestimate of the
market value of the IOUs’ RA portfolios and an understatement of the PCIA.** PG&E’s
unprincipled suggestion that the Commission now consider CONE as relevant to the MPB
methodology because RA market prices now likely exceed CONE ignores D.18-10-019 and the

Commission’s fundamental reason for changing the MPB calculation methodology in that

40 See Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.06b.

4 See Commission Resolution E-4475, Exhibit A at 2.
42 D.18-10-019 at 36-37.
= Id. at 37.
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Decision—which was to more accurately reflect the actual value of the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible
portfolios by basing the calculation on transacted prices.**

Third, PG&E’s argument that the MPB creates incentives to accept penalties is also a red
herring. As a threshold matter, it is not clear that LSEs would accept penalties rather than meet
RA program compliance obligations even if the cost of penalties is lower than the cost of
compliance, for any number of practical reasons. But even if a high cost of compliance created a
theoretical incentive for LSEs to accept penalties, that would not necessarily mean there is
something fundamentally flawed in the MPB calculation methodology. To the extent the
Commission believes current penalties are inadequate, it should adjust those penalties or find other
ways to penalize LSEs for not meeting their RA compliance obligations. LSEs’ decision-making
with respect to RA program compliance, however, should not drive changes to the approach the
Commission takes to valuing the IOUs’ capacity portfolios—the tail should not wag the dog.

b. Potential Revisions to the RA MPB Calculation Methodology Are Just
as Likely to Increase the Value of Capacity Portfolios

PG&E’s criticisms of the RA MPB calculation are similarly misguided or incomplete.
First, PG&E criticizes the RA MPB as being based on “a small number of high and marginally
priced contracts.”* But neither the marginal nature of the transactions at issue, nor the volumes of
those transactions, indicate a fundamental flaw in the Commission’s MPB calculation
methodology. In fact, as explained above, the Commission made an express decision in D.18-10-
019 to value the IOUs’ RA portfolios based on average marginal short-term prices. And, there may
be any number of reasons for the volumes reflected in the updated MPBs, including:

e LSEs may have responded to high short-term market prices by hedging more, increasingly
buying annual strips via longer-term, multi-year deals (which the RA MPB would not

4 Id. at FOF 4 (“A revised RA Adder that is calculated using reported purchase and sales prices of

10U, CCA and ESP transactions will produce reasonably accurate estimates[.]”).
4 PG&E Fall Update Testimony at AtchC-6.
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capture if they were executed before the data request window) to avoid being caught in the
short-term market with significant volumes;

e The Commission’s recent orders to procure 11,300 MW of new capacity under long-term
contracts, much of which has come online in past 24 months, resulting in approximately
7,500 MW new NQC between July 2023 and October 2024,* may have reduced the need
for LSEs to rely on short term capacity; and/or

e Uncertainty around the Commission’s SOD framework, the final obligations for which

were only recently made clear, may have resulted in LSEs holding onto their excess RA
volumes until the “dust settles” on those obligations.

Importantly, because the Commission has not made volumes available in prior publications of the
RA MPBs (to CalCCA’s knowledge), the parties do not have sufficient data to know the degree to
which this year is even an anomaly. PG&E’s response to CalCCA’s discovery confirms that PG&E
itself lacks the information to determine whether the total 2024 and 2025 transaction volumes are
higher or lower than experienced in prior years.*’

Second, PG&E raises the potential impacts of SOD implementation on the RA MPB, but
again, fails to demonstrate exactly what those impacts will be. Instead, PG&E speculates on
impacts that “may” materialize from SOD implementation, but that discussion concedes the
inherent uncertainty over both the magnitude and directionality of those impacts.*8

The IOUs’ respective ERRA Forecast cases reflect that uncertainty. All three IOUs have
argued to some degree that the calculation of the RA portfolio value should change on account of
the Commission’s new SOD framework, but the IOUs do not agree on what those changes should
be. SCE proposes to change how it calculates the quantity of RA capacity in its portfolio using an

“SOD RA Effectiveness Factor,” and that change, if approved, would have the impact of increasing

46 Exh. CalCCA-05, CAISO Key Statistics July 2023 and September 2024,
47 See Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA data request 5.08.
48 PG&E Fall Update Testimony at AtchC-7.
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the value of that portfolio and reducing that utility’s indifference amount by approximately $352
million.*

SDG&E stated at its Prehearing Conference that the calculation of the RA MPB should
change on account of SOD,° but then excluded any such proposal in its testimony. >! In its October
Update, SDG&E abandoned any special adjustments or processes related to the published RA
MPBs, stating:

At the time of this filing, no changes to the PCIA RA methodology
for SOD have been discussed in front of the Commission, and
therefore no changes have been approved. The Scoping Memo to
this proceeding indicates that the ERRA Forecast is not the
appropriate proceeding to address changes to any previously
approved rate or benchmark calculations. SDG&E is therefore
making no such changes to the PCIA methodology for RA or the
Indifference Amount in this filing.”’

And PG&E proposes an RA MPB mitigation until such time as the RA price is adjusted.>
In sum, one IOU proposes to adjust RA quantity (SCE) in a manner that would increase the value

of its capacity portfolio, one says it is waiting for Commission approval to change the PCIA

4 See Exh. CalCCA-06, select pages from A.24-05-007, Exhibit CCA-01, Prepared Direct Testimony
of Brian Dickman on behalf of the California Community Choice Association in Southern California Edison
Company’s 2025 ERRA Forecast Proceeding, pp. 21-22 (Sept. 3, 2024) (Exh. CCA-01). To calculate the
impact of $352 million, CalCCA applied the 2025 Forecast RA MPBs (released November 5, 2024) to the
Retained RA quantities in SCE’s Initial Testimony, which did not reflect Slice of Day assumptions, and
SCE’s Amended Rebuttal Testimony, which did include Slice of Day assumptions. SCE’s Initial Filing
included 885 MW of System Retained RA (net of all Unsold RA and Sold RA) and 8,344 MW of Flexible
Retained RA, for a total value of $2.127 billion (i.e., (885 * $40.31 * 12 * 1,000) + (8,344 * §16.97 * 12 *
1,000)). SCE’s Amended Rebuttal Testimony included 2,438 MW of System Retained RA (adjusted to be
net of all Unsold RA and Sold RA) and 6,380 MW of Flexible Retained RA, for a total value of $2.479
billion (i.e., (2,438 * $40.31 * 12 * 1,000) + (6,380 * $16.97 * 12 * 1,000)) or $351.9 million higher than
the Initial Testimony.

30 A.24-05-010, Transcript (Tr.) Vol. 1 at 13:7-25-14:8-17 (Jul. 12, 2024).

o Exh. CalCCA-04, select pages from A.24-05-010, Exh. SDGE-05 at SM-6:3-9 (stating “no changes
to the PCIA RA methodology for SOD have been discussed in front of the Commission, and therefore no
changes have been approved.”).

32 Exh. CalCCA-07, select pages from A.24-05-010, Exh. SDGE-16 at SM-6:13-18.

3 PG&E Prepared Testimony at 2-13:19-21.
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methodology (SDG&E), and one believes the RA price will need to be adjusted and recommends
further review (PG&E).

It is certainly possible SOD will change how the RA market operates and require a change
in how the PCIA methodology values the utilities” RA portfolios. However, as both PG&E and
SDG&E have observed, “it is not yet known what the full impact [of SOD] on the RA market will
be and associated RA MPBs.”>* There is insufficient data available to know what changes may be
required to the RA Adder MPB or the quantity applied to the MPB. For example, SCE indicated
in discovery that it has not yet developed an hourly RA price curve for 2025, but it may potentially
develop one for future years pending developments of SOD implementation.>® The final answer to
the question of the impacts of SOD on the PCIA framework may be a combination of modifications
to how to forecast RA quantity and prices. To reach that final answer, the Commission, the three
I0Us, and other interested parties including CalCCA should conduct further analysis on what those
changes might be and how they will impact the current value of the IOUs’ portfolios.*® For now,
it is unclear whether SOD, or any other market change, warrants (1) modifications to the
Commission’s MPB calculation; (2) what those changes will be; and (3) whether those changes
will increase or decrease the likelihood of over- or under-collections.

Third, PG&E raises the impact of summer/winter differentials on annual prices, based on
Energy Division’s suggestion highlighting that differential. But as PG&E notes, “it is unclear what
is driving this differential[.]”>” PG&E speculates “the cost of a plant, which is generally spread

across the entire year, may be concentrated in the summer months only and this could be leading

>4 Id. at 2-14:18 to 2-15:3; A.24-05-010, Exh. SDGE-02 at JE-6:5-9 (discussing uncertainty
surrounding the impact SOD will have on RA).

> Exh. CalCCA-06, select pages from A.24-05-007, Exh. CCA-01 at 21:2-6 (citing to SCE response
to CalCCA 6.08).

36 Exh. CalCCA-06, select pages from A.24-05-007, Exh. CCA-01 at 13:10-13.

> PG&E Fall Update Testimony at AtchC-8.
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to an artificially high annual RA MPB value.”*® But to the extent the Commission were to adopt,
for example, a monthly benchmark to account for the concentrated value PG&E identifies, it is not
clear what impacts that benchmark would have on the overall value of PG&E’s RA portfolio (and
PG&E has not presented any evidence on that issue). It is certainly conceivable that given high

summer RA prices, a monthly MPB could increase the overall annual value of that portfolio, even

if the summer values are moderated by lower values at other times of the year. As with any change
to methodology for calculating the MPB and estimating the value of the IOUs’ RA portfolios,
details matter.

Finally, PG&E questions whether affiliate and swap transactions may be inappropriately
impacting the existing MPB calculation methodology to the detriment of certain customers. But as
Energy Division explained, its analysis suggests that “swap and affiliate transactions do not
materially affect the overall [MPB], primarily because eliminating all swaps and affiliate
transactions eliminates some low and average transactions, but also eliminates some of the highest
priced transactions.”® And, as PG&E acknowledges, there is no evidence of market manipulation
for transactions used to set the updated MPBs.

Overall, PG&E’s criticisms of the updated MPBs and the methodology used to calculate
those MPBs amount to a reasonable suggestion: If the current MPB calculation is somehow off,
the Commission should look into that question. But PG&E’s hunch does not prove a cost shift or
merit premature, reactive changes to the PCIA indifference framework. Tellingly, PG&E asserts
“known issues with the RA market and potential issues with the existing RA MPB calculation

methodology” while simultaneously acknowledging those issues are not “appropriate for fact-

> 1.
59 Market Price Benchmark Calculations 2024 (Oct. 4, 2024).
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finding and resolution in an individual utility’s ERRA Forecast proceeding.”®® Those two clauses
are not compatible. For the Commission to “know” issues with the RA market or the existing RA
MPB calculation methodology (i.e., know those issues exist, characterize those issues, understand
the impact of those issues on revenue requirements/rates, and evaluate potential solutions to those
issue), the Commission must conduct fact-finding. Without transparent, on the record fact-
finding—which, PG&E concedes, cannot happen in this proceeding—the Commission cannot
know issues with the RA market, it can only recognize that PG&E has concerns with the operation
of that market.

Even if the Commission agrees the RA MPB calculation methodology requires a re-
evaluation, stable bundled generation rates allow the Commission time to undertake that evaluation
outside of this expedited ERRA Forecast proceeding. Again, forecast rates involve a 2.76 percent
decrease in bundled customer generation rates. There is therefore no reason for the Commission
to depart from the existing PCIA framework, which is the only framework that ensures benefits
are conveyed to departed customers consistent with the requirements of state law.

C. PG&E’s MPB Proposals Create More Problems Than They Solve

1. PG&E’s Mitigation Proposals Would Require Changes to Already
Executed RPS and RA Contracts

PG&E acknowledges its RPS MPB mitigation proposal:

is complicated by the fact that contracts associated with the RPS
[VAMO] allocation. Mechanism use the statewide adopted RPS
benchmark and may not be feasible for implementation without a
concurrent process to address whether and how to amend and settle
those contracts consistent with a ratesetting mechanism that holds
the RPS benchmark constant.®!

60 PG&E Fall Update Testimony, AtchC-2.
ol Id., AtchC-12.
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PG&E is correct—indeed, certain VAMO contracts use the RPS benchmark,®? which means
PG&E’s already unlawful RPS MPB cap proposal would also be difficult to implement.

PG&E’s RA mitigation proposal suffers from a similar drawback: it would require changes
to existing RA contracts, and for that reason, is equally difficult to implement. Decision 22-05-
015 requires certain ModCAM contracts to use the RA MPB “calculated in accordance with the
provisions of D.19-10-001" as a settlement price.®* PG&E acknowledges those contracts in passing
in a vaguely worded footnote in its Fall Update.** However, the utility confirmed the existence of
those contracts in response to a CalCCA data request,®> meaning PG&E’s RA MPB proposal
suffers from the same drawbacks as its RPS MPB proposal.

The Commission should not buy PG&E’s attempt to minimize the complications from the
utility’s RA MPB mitigation proposals. At a minimum, the contracts would require additional
process: the Commission would have to order counterparties to amend the contracts to reflect
something other than the MPB, i.e., the capped MPB or some other value; parties would have to
negotiate those changes and the language necessary to reflect them; and then the Commission
would have to review and approve the amended contracts. Complicating the process further,
adopting PG&E’s RA MPB mitigation proposal would leave counterparties to existing ModCAM
contracts indefinitely uncertain about the settlement price they must use in the end. There would

be no certainty when or how any future proceeding will modify the RA MPB and when, or if, that

62 See Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.02a.

03 D.22-05-015 at OP 4.

64 PG&E Fall Update Testimony, AtchC-3, footnote 1. PG&E (stating “[a] small amount of contracts
executed under D.22-05-015 use the MPB as published by the CPUC for settlement purposes, but are not
modeled to do so in this presentation. PG&E does not propose a change to those contracts here, but would
be supportive of a concurrent process that aligns the settlement of those resources with the MPBs adopted
for ratemaking, as appropriate”).

63 See Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.01a.
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modification could be retroactively applied to the already-published 2024 Final and 2025 Forecast
MPBs.

Moreover, to the extent the Commission directs parties to amend their existing contracts to
reflect an “interim” capped RA MPB, that requirement could conflict with—or inappropriately
modify in a separate proceeding— the requirement in D.22-05-015 that contracts settle at the RA
MPB calculated in accordance with the provisions of D.19-10-001. PG&E’s RA and RPS MPB
proposals are therefore not only unlawful, their impacts reach well beyond the already complicated
questions presented in this case. The Commission should therefore reject these proposals.

2. PG&E'’s Proposed Tracker Could Cause Bundled Customer Rates to

Spike and Would Force Parties to Expend Time and Resources
Verifying PG&E’s Accrued Balance

PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposal is premised on its assumption that revisiting the
methodologies for calculating the RA (and RPS) value of PG&E's PCIA-eligible portfolio will
reduce the value of that portfolio. However, it is far from clear the value of PG&E’s RA portfolio
will decrease on account of changes to the PCIA calculation methodology resulting from some
future proceeding. As described above, SCE’s proposed change to the calculation methodology
for quantity of RA capacity in its portfolio using an “SOD RA Effectiveness Factor,” for example,
would increase the value of that portfolio by approximately $352 million, if approved. The bottom
line is, changes to the PCIA framework to address changes in the RA market are far from a
foregone conclusion, and there is no robust discussion in the record, let alone consensus, regarding
how those changes will impact the value of PG&E’s RA portfolio.

If the Commission were to “mitigate” the MPBs as PG&E recommends, it could
conceivably worsen a future rate spike for bundled customers. That is because PG&E proposes to
establish subaccounts in PABA and ERRA that track the difference between attribute value using

the Commission’s Final and Forecast MPBs and using the “mitigated” MPBs PG&E proposes.
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The tracking would occur indefinitely until that balance (inclusive of interest) is amortized at some
undefined point in the future. In effect, PG&E’s proposal would artificially depress bundled
customer generation rates and inflate the PCIA in the near-term, but leave bundled customers
exposed to an indefinitely growing tracker balance that will ultimately be imposed through rates.
Rather than exposing customers to that risk, the Commission should faithfully apply the PCIA
framework here, which—as these comments have already discussed—would not result in a sharp
increase in bundled customer generation rates.

Moreover, PG&E’s complicated proposed tracker would force the Commission and parties
to PG&E’s future ERRA Forecast and Compliance proceedings to expend resources verifying
PG&E is tracking over- or under-collections correctly until the Commission resolves the MPB.
The Commission should not require such needless effort and should reject PG&E’s tracking
proposal along with its MPB mitigation proposals.

I1. ERRORS IN THE FALL UPDATE SHOULD BE CORRECTED PRIOR TO THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF 2025 RATES

CalCCA found two errors in the Fall Update that should be corrected prior to the
implementation of 2025 rates. The first error deals with two ModCAM contracts, where PG&E
did not calibrate the price input assumption for these two contracts
in its Fall Update forecast, which equates to an approximately $12.5
million reduction for 2025 based on the 2025 Forecast System RA
MPB and, of which, approximately $9.3 million is for bundled
service customers and $3.2 million for departed load customers
given that these are vintage 2019 sales contracts.®¢
The second error pertains to the value of banked RECs the utility forecasts it will use to

meet PG&E’s minimum RPS requirements. Here, PG&E confirmed the price it used to determine

the value of banked RECs was based on the erroneous RPS MPB that Energy Division later

66 Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.02; see also PG&E response to
CalCCA discovery request 5.01(a).
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corrected on October 12, 2024.%7 “The result is an approximately $2 million lower credit to
departed load and equivalent debit to bundled service load as part of the 2025 Minimum Retained
RPS forecast based on the Forecast 2025 RPS MPB.” 8 Correcting PG&E’s workpapers would
increase the value of banked RECs by_

These errors should be resolved and reflected in PG&E’s Annual Electric True-Up advice
letters on November 15 (Tier 2) and December 31 (Tier 1). PG&E states, that “[u]nless ordered by
the CPUC as part of the 2025 ERRA Forecast implementation, these amounts will be incorporated
into 2026 customer rates as 2025 balancing account balances that are ultimately based on the 2025
Final System RA MPB to be published in October 2025.” ® PG&E provides no justification for
waiting to correct these errors, and deferring these departed customer benefits, until next year’s
rates. As discussed in detail above, the Commission’s PCIA framework requires PG&E to value
all RA and RPS capacity at the MPBs.

Further, PG&E will necessarily need to recalculate its 2025 PCIA rates based on Energy
Division’s November 5 updates to the MPBs, which were published after PG&E responded to
CalCCA’s discovery. Therefore, there is no practical reason to avoid correcting these errors in time
for 2025 rates to be implemented.

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD APPROVE CALCCA’S RECOMMENDED
COMMON COST ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY

PG&E incurs certain “Common Costs” related to its procurement activities, including ESA
and collateral costs.”” PG&E currently allocates Common Costs among the ERRA, New System

Generation Balancing Account (also known as the CAM), and PABA balancing accounts, and to

67 Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.12.

68 Id.

69 Exh. CalCCA-03, PG&E response to CalCCA discovery request 5.02, 5.12.
70 Exh. CalCCA-01C at 9.
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PCIA vintages within PABA. PG&E allocates Common Costs based on the revenue requirement
approved for each account, net of the wholesale market value of the resources corresponding to
each account (i.e., market value of the resources’ energy, RA, and RPS) (net revenue requirement
methodology).”! But as a result of recent increases in the market value of its PCIA portfolio—
which result in a relatively smaller Common Cost allocation to the PCIA, and as a result, to
departing load—PG&E now wants to abandon its current Common Cost allocation methodology.”

PG&E’s Fall Update Testimony presents updated rates reflecting the most recent iteration
of its proposed Common Cost allocation methodology. Under that proposed methodology, PG&E
allocates its ESA costs largely to the PCIA based on the account and vintage assignment for the

Utility-Owned Generation (UOG) revenue requirement approved in PG&E’s GRC. It also

allocates non-ESA costs to the PCIA, ERRA and CAM based on the net revenue requirement

authorized in the most recent ERRA Forecast proceeding (with allocations to vintaged PCIA
subaccounts based on gross revenue requirement).”> PG&E also proposes to retroactively apply
any new methodology adopted in this proceeding to the 2024 true-up.

While no party disputes PG&E should modify its current “net revenue requirement”
methodology for allocating ESA costs, PG&E’s proposal to allocate those costs primarily to the
PCIA based on UOG revenue requirement is not equitable, because it deviates sharply from cost
causation principles. PG&E does not track or delineate its ESA costs based on the generation
resource or customer type driving the cost, so there is no way for the Commission to perfectly

match cost allocation with cost causation in this case.”* However, PG&E acknowledges that it

n Exh. PG&E-02C at page 10-9, lines 12-15.

7 Exh. CalCCA-01C at 10.

& PG&E Fall Update Testimony at 3-4.

I CalCCA-01C at 14, Attachment B (PG&E’s response to CalCCA discovery requests 1.19, 1.29 and
1.35).
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incurs ESA costs in bidding, scheduling and dispatching all generation resources—including non-
PCIA portfolio resources that serve bundled customers only—as well as bundled load.” That
means a portion of PG&E’s ESA costs are incurred on activities that provide no benefit to bundled
customers. By allocating the vast majority of ESA costs to the PCIA based exclusively on UOG
revenue requirements, PG&E’s proposed methodology would force unbundled customers to pay
for costs that were not incurred on their behalf, violating the ratepayer indifference principle in
Public Utilities Code Sections 365.2 and 366.2.76

CalCCA proposes to replace the net revenue requirement allocation methodology with a

gross revenue requirement allocation methodology. That methodology will continue to allocate

PG&E’s ESA and other Common Costs to ERRA, PABA and NSGBA, but would do so based
only on the costs of the generation resources in each account, without accounting for the offsetting
value of those resources. The gross revenue requirement methodology eliminates the impact of
fluctuating energy, RA, and RPS value on ESA cost allocation, ensuring no customer group avoids
paying their fair share of ESA costs when the value of PG&E’s generation portfolio increases.
Conversely, no customer group will be saddled with a disproportionate share of PG&E’s ESA
costs if the value of its portfolio decreases. Importantly, the gross revenue requirement
methodology follows cost causation principles because it reasonably allocates costs based on the
activities driving those costs; namely, the generation resources in PG&E’s portfolio.

PG&E supported the gross revenue requirement allocation methodology just a year ago. In
its prepared testimony in the 2024 ERRA Forecast proceeding, PG&E stated the gross revenue
requirement methodology “align[s] cost responsibility for the ESA costs required to manage

PG&E’s generation-related portfolio and bundled positions with expected generation-related

» CalCCA-01C, Attachment B (PG&E’s response to CalCCA data requests 1.28 and 1.34).
76 Cal. Pub. Util. Code§§ 365.2, 366.2.
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portfolio and bundled position costs.””” PG&E again supported the gross revenue requirement
methodology in response to an ALJ ruling regarding IOU fixed generation costs by asserting that
the gross revenue requirement methodology “eliminate[s] the risk that bundled service customers
bear a disproportionate share of [Common Costs].” ® PG&E also asserted the methodology is
“supported by statutory requirements to prevent cost shifting” and argued the methodology “will
ensure that all customers bear an equitable portion of costs to manage the shared generation
portfolio.””

Since these filings, however, PG&E’s Common Cost allocation proposal has been a
moving target. In Track 2 of the consolidated 2024 ERRA Forecast proceeding, PG&E retreated
from its original proposal and proposed to allocate not only ESA costs but also other non-ESA
common costs to the Legacy UOG vintage subaccount of the PABA. Now, PG&E proposes to
revert the allocation of non-ESA Common Costs to the net revenue requirement methodology, and
largely split ESA costs between PCIA vintages containing UOG revenue requirement.

In defense of its proposal, PG&E asserts it wants to align its ESA cost allocation approach
with SCE’s “approved” methodology, but ignores that the Commission has not, in fact, approved
SCE’s ESA cost allocation methodology. PG&E also argues it no longer supports the gross
revenue requirement methodology because allocations are subject to commodity price volatility
under that methodology; yet PG&E continues to support collateral cost allocations based on the

net revenue requirement methodology which is equally subject to volatility based on commodity

prices.

7 A.23-05-012, PG&E Prepared Testimony at 9-10 to 9-11.

78 A.23-05-012, PG&E Response to Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Parties to
Comment Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, p. 7 (Aug. 16, 2023).

7 .
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The Commission should therefore reject PG&E’s proposed Common Cost allocation
methodology and adopt CalCCA’s proposed gross revenue requirement methodology. Further, as
discussed in CalCCA’s Opening and Reply briefs, the Commission should reject PG&E’s request
to apply modifications to its Common Cost allocation methodology retroactively, effective
January 1, 2024, since doing so contravenes Commission ratemaking policy and constitutes
retroactive ratemaking.®°

IV.  PG&E CORRECTLY MADE AGREED-UPON ADJUSTMENTS TO ITS
REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

PG&E made two agreed-upon adjustments to its revenue requirements in its Fall Update
testimony: (1) an adjustment to reflect the proportional allocation of residual RA sales and Unsold
RA Forecast volumes across the three RA benchmark types; and (2) an adjustment to correct the
credit for the electric generation portion of the net gain on the sale of PG&E’s SFGO headquarters.
The Commission should adopt these agreed-upon adjustments.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA requests the Commission: (1) decline to consider or
adopt PG&E’s proposed “mitigation measures” that modify the PCIA framework; (2) ensure
corrections to acknowledged errors in the Fall Update are made prior to the implementation of
2025 rates; (3) adopt CalCCA’s proposed Common Cost allocation methodology based on gross
revenue requirements; and (4) adopt the remaining recommendations in these comments and in

CalCCA’s briefs.

80 A.24-05-009, California Community Choice Association’s Reply Brief, pp. 18-21 (Oct. 31, 2024).
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Respectfully submitted,

Tim Lindl .

Nikhil Vijaykar

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (408) 621-3256
E-mail: thindl@keyesfox.com

Counsel to CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY

CHOICE ASSOCIATION
November 12, 2024
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

PG&E’s' Fall Update directly contradicts the Scoping Ruling and Judge Fox’s October 8, 2024
Ruling expressly deeming PG&E’s “mitigation” proposals out of scope. The proposals should be
stricken from PG&E’s Fall Update.

! Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of

this brief.
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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 Application 24-05-009
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and
Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and
Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and
Reconciliation (U39E)

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION AND DIRECT ACCESS
CUSTOMER COALITION’S JOINT MOTION TO STRIKE PORTIONS OF
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S FALL UPDATE TESTIMONY

Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public
Utilities Commission (Commission), the California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA)
and the Direct Access Customer Coalition? submit this Joint Motion to Strike Portions of Pacific
Gas and Electric Company’s Fall Update Testimony (Motion) in the above-captioned Application
of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) 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

(U39YE) (Application).

2 California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice

electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.

3 DACC is a regulatory advocacy group comprised of educational, governmental, commercial and
industrial customers that utilize direct access for all or a portion of their electrical energy requirements.
Pursuant to Rule 1.8, DACC has authorized CalCCA to make this filing on its behalf.
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This Motion is required because PG&E insists on continuing to advance a policy proposal
the Commission has expressly excluded from the scope of this proceeding. Specifically, PG&E’s
Fall Update Testimony asks the Commission to “mitigate” the impact of the Commission’s
recently released market price benchmarks (MPB) by placing a cap on one or more of those
MPBs.* PG&E made a nearly identical Resource Adequacy (RA) MPB mitigation proposal in its
Application and prepared testimony® and the Commission concluded that proposal was beyond the
scope of this proceeding.®

An October 8 email ruling requested comments on procedural matters related to the
updated RA MPB (October 8 Ruling). The October 8 Ruling reinforced the limited scope of this
proceeding: it expressly affirmed the question of “whether the MPB methodology should be
changed” remains firmly “outside of the scope” of this proceeding.” PG&E still put forward its
MPB proposal in the Fall Update.

In response to the October 8 ruling, PG&E requested a Commission order directing parties
“to brief the issue of whether the Commission should mitigate the impact of the escalated MPBs
pending an evaluation of the calculation methodology in a future rulemaking[.]”® The Commission
declined to issue the Order PG&E requested. PG&E decided to make the MPB proposal in its Fall
Update anyway.

Despite these unequivocal Commission pronouncements, PG&E not only audaciously
revives its MPB mitigation proposal in its Fall Update but expands its proposal to both the RA and

RPS MPBs. PG&E’s proposal threatens to undermine the integrity of this ERRA Forecast

PG&E Fall Update Testimony, Attachment C.

See PG&E-02C, Chapter 2.

Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling at 3 (Aug. 1, 2024).

October 8 Ruling at 3.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to Administrative Law Judge’s Email
Ruling Regarding Procedural Mechanisms at 6 (Oct. 14, 2024).

Lo =
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proceeding and standard Commission practice in at least three ways. First, per Commission Rule
7.3,° the scoping memo establishes the issues to be addressed in any proceeding. By extension,
any issues the scoping memo expressly excludes from—or does not include in—the issues to be
addressed in a proceeding should not be introduced by any party and are subject to being stricken.
Second, as CalCCA explained in its Protest responding to PG&E’s Application, policy proposals
are beyond the scope of ERRA Forecast proceedings; these proceedings are aimed narrowly at
implementing prior Commission decisions. Third, PG&E’s proposal is severely prejudicial to
intervening parties. The expedited timeline characteristic of ERRA Forecast proceedings
challenges parties’ ability to analyze the investor-owned utilities’ Fall Update testimony, issue
discovery, and prepare comments on issues within scope in a matter of weeks. There is simply not
enough time for parties to also analyze and address out-of-scope proposals within that timeline.

The Commission should therefore strike any discussion related to PG&E’s MPB mitigation
proposal from its Fall Update testimony. Appendix A to this Motion lists the specific portions of
PG&E’s Fall Update testimony that should be stricken.

I. PG&E’S PROPOSAL TO MITIGATE THE RAAND RPS MPBS IS OUTSIDE THE
SCOPE OF THIS PROCEEDING

In its May 15, 2024, Application, PG&E proposed a conditional cap on the RA MPB (MPB
mitigation proposal). Under that proposal, in the event the 2024 Final and 2025 Forecast RA MPBs
exceeded the 2024 Forecast System RA MPB, PG&E proposed to continue to apply the lower
2024 Forecast System RA MPB for PCIA ratemaking purposes.!? This proposal would have

applied indefinitely, i.e., until some unknown point in the future when the Commission completed

? Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure Rule 7.3 (Scoping Memos).

10 A.24-05-009, Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for 2025 Energy Resource
Recovery Account and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast
Revenue Return and Reconciliation, pp. 32-33 (May 15, 2024); A.24-05-009, Pacific Gas and Electric
Company Prepared Testimony, p. 2-18 (May 15, 2024).
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an examination of the RA MPB and RA market in a yet-to-be-determined docket.!'! PG&E also
sought Commission approval to implement a tracker during that period to record the difference in
the value of the RA attributes transferred between the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account
(PABA) and ERRA using the artificially capped RA MPB and the actual RA MPBs (and, at some
point in the future, to impose the accumulated balance on its customers).!?

Ultimately, the Commission ruled PG&E’s proposal beyond the scope of this proceeding,
finding “this proceeding is the incorrect venue to address these issues, given the clear direction in
prior decisions regarding the ratemaking calculation methodologies that shall be applied in ERRA
Forecast applications, and given the expedited schedule and record development needed to reach
resolutions for these matters.”!®> The Commission encouraged PG&E to submit a Petition for
Rulemaking to address its larger concerns surrounding the RA MPBs and to raise potential
solutions. !4

On October 4, 2024, the Commission’s Energy Division released the 2024 Final RA MPBs
and 2025 Forecast RA MPBs used to calculate the PCIA.!S Subsequently, the ALJs in each ERRA
Forecast proceeding issued the October 8 Ruling requesting party comments on the impact of the
RA MPBs on the scoping issues, and whether the Commission should consider procedural

mechanisms to address any such impacts.'® Importantly, the October 8 Ruling did not change the

i PG&E-02C at 2-19.

12 PG&E Prepared Testimony at 2-18.

Scoping Memo and Ruling at 3.

14 1d.

15 See Market Price Benchmark Calculations 2024 (Oct. 4, 2024). Accessible at:
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/community-choice-
aggregation-and-direct-access/2024-market-price-benchmarks.pdf. Note that Energy Division initially
released the updated Energy Index and RPS MPBs on October 2, 2024, but there was a delay in issuing the
RA MPBs. Energy Division subsequently revised the RPS MPBs via errata on October 11, 2024.

16 A.24-05-009, Email Ruling Requesting Party Comments on Procedural Mechanisms (Oct. 8, 2024)
(Ruling Requesting Comments).
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scope of this proceeding, and in fact specified that “[c]Jomments should be limited to the scope of
this proceeding, and not address issues outside of the scope, such as whether the MPB

methodology should be changed.”!”

Accordingly, the scope of this proceeding continues to
expressly exclude PG&E’s original MPB mitigation proposal.

Nonetheless, PG&E again attempted to try to address issues beyond the scope of this
proceeding. In response to the October 8 ruling, PG&E requested a Commission order directing
parties “to brief the issue of whether the Commission should mitigate the impact of the escalated
MPBs pending an evaluation of the calculation methodology in a future rulemaking[.]”'® The
Commission declined to issue the Order PG&E requested. It could not be clearer at this point in

this proceeding that PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals are out of scope.

II. PG&E’S PROPOSAL TO MITIGATE THE RA AND RPS MPBS SHOULD BE
STRICKEN

A. PG&E’s MPB Mitigation Proposal Violates the Commission’s Rules

The Commission’s rules support a broad interpretation of relevance. Under Commission
Rule 13.6(a), California’s “technical rules of evidence . . . need not be applied in hearings” before
the Commission, and the Commission need not exclude evidence “merely by application of rules
governing admissibility, competency, weight or foundation.”!® But this Motion does not seek the
exclusion of PG&E’s testimony based merely on the rules governing admissibility, competency,
weight or foundation (although the Joint Movants do not concede those rules permit PG&E’s

testimony). PG&E’s testimony discussing its MPB mitigation proposal must be stricken because

17
18

Ruling Requesting Comments.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to Administrative Law Judge’s Email
Ruling Regarding Procedural Mechanisms at 6 (Oct. 14, 2024).

19 Rule 13.6(a).
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the Commission expressly excluded that proposal from the scope of this proceeding. Therefore,
by definition, PG&E’s proposal is not relevant to the scoping issues.

Commission Rule 7.3 states the scoping memo for the proceeding “shall determine . . .
issues to be addressed[.]” By extension, any issues the scoping memo expressly excludes—or does
not include—from the issues to be addressed in a proceeding should not be introduced by any party
and are subject to being stricken. Here, the Scoping Memo specifically addressed PG&E’s RA
MPB cap proposal and concluded this proceeding is the incorrect venue to address that proposal.
The Scoping Memo therefore expressly excluded PG&E’s RA MPB cap proposal from the issues
to be addressed in the proceeding.

The MPB mitigation proposal PG&E advances in its Fall Update testimony is substantially
similar to the RA MPB cap it proposed in its prepared testimony. While PG&E’s original proposal
was limited to a single “alternative ratesetting scenario” in which the Commission mitigated the
impacts of the RA MPB on bundled generation rates by capping that MPB at its 2024 Forecast
level, PG&E’s Fall Update testimony offers three mitigation scenarios. Each of these mitigation
scenarios involve a cap on the RA MPB, and one scenario involves a cap on the Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS) MPB, as well.?° In short, PG&E not only reintroduces but attempts to
expand a proposal that the Scoping Memo expressly excluded from the list of issues to be
addressed in this proceeding. PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposal therefore violates Rule 7.3, is
beyond the scope of this proceeding, and should be stricken.

PG&E will allege its mitigation proposal is relevant to Scoping Issue 1 (whether PG&E’s
forecasted procurement revenue requirement is reasonable) and should therefore not be stricken.

While CalCCA does not concede PG&E’s proposal is relevant to Scoping Issue 1, that argument

20 PG&E Fall Update Testimony, Attachment C.
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misses the point. PG&E’s mitigation proposal is no more relevant to Scoping Issue 1 now than it
was when the Scoping Memo was issued, and the Scoping Memo nevertheless expressly excluded
PG&E’s mitigation proposal from the scope of this proceeding.?' The Scoping Memo’s express
pronouncement would carry no meaning if PG&E were permitted to introduce a near-replica of its
stricken proposal at this stage of the proceeding.

B. PG&E’s Out-of-Scope Proposal Severely Prejudices Intervening Parties

Testimony on issues beyond the scope of a proceeding is always properly stricken, but it
is particularly important the Commission hold parties accountable in expedited proceedings like
this ERRA Forecast proceeding in order to ensure all parties can meaningfully participate.?? The
Fall Update process in ERRA Forecast proceedings requires intervening parties to analyze the
I0U’s updated revenue requirements and rates, issue discovery, and prepare comments on the
scoping issues in a matter of weeks, sometimes less. In this proceeding, parties must
simultaneously prepare reply briefs while analyzing and preparing comments on the Fall Update.
The compressed timeline characteristic of ERRA Forecast proceedings makes it imperative that
the Commission prohibit the IOU from introducing new, out-of-scope proposals in the Fall Update.

PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposal is particularly egregious because the Commission
already excluded it from the scope of this proceeding. Allowing PG&E to flagrantly ignore the
Commission’s clear scoping memo and reintroduce a policy proposal at this late stage in the
proceeding would be extremely prejudicial to the parties. Without swift Commission action
striking PG&E’s proposals from its Fall Update testimony, parties will be forced to divert

resources to address an out-of-scope proposal on an expedited timeline—effectively hindering

21
22

Scoping Memo at 3.

See Commission Rule 13.6(a) (the Commission need not apply the technical rules of evidence, but
shall preserve the rights of parties to meaningfully participate in the proceeding and to public policy
protections).
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parties’ ability to address issues that are in scope. Granting this Motion expediently will allow the
Commission to avoid wasting time and resources on PG&E’s out-of-scope proposal during the
compressed window of time in which it must prepare a Proposed Decision in this case.

C. The Commission Does Not Permit Policymaking in ERRA Forecast
Proceedings

Even if PG&E were advancing its MPB mitigation proposal for the first time in its Fall
Update Testimony (which it is not), and the Scoping Memo had not addressed that proposal
(which it did), the proposal would nevertheless be beyond the scope of this ERRA Forecast
proceeding and properly stricken.

As PG&E and the other utilities have reminded stakeholders time and again, the purpose
of ERRA Forecast dockets is to assure timely recovery of the utilities’ actual electric procurement
costs, as required by Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(d)(3), among other Commission
decision-mandated tasks. The approval of program costs, the appropriate rate mechanisms to
recover those costs, and the allocation of those costs among different customer groups is pre-
determined via authorizing Commission decisions in other proceedings including the utility’s
general rate case. The scope of ERRA Forecast proceedings is limited to evaluating the IOUs’
compliance with prior Commission orders, rules, or policies.?

The Commission has forbidden policymaking in ERRA Forecast cases unless a prior

Commission decision has ordered such policymaking.?* For example, the Scoping Memo in A.17-
06-005 (PG&E’s 2018 ERRA Forecast application) rejected the inclusion of certain CCA-

proposed changes to the PCIA ratemaking methodology, stating:

23 See, e.g., A.13-05-015, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 4 (Sept. 12, 2013).
24 See, e.g., D.18-01-009 at 10 (finding that policy issues are properly addressed in other dockets);
see also id. at 14, Conclusion of Law (COL) 2 and Ordering Paragraph (OP) 2 (denying PG&E’s request
to modify its line loss calculation).
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The CCA parties are proposing changes to existing methods of

calculation, and do not allege non-compliance with Commission

rules, decisions, and resolutions on the part of PG&E. Such

proposals should be addressed in proceedings with input from other

investor-owned utilities and interested parties.?’
Fairness requires the Commission similarly prohibit consideration of PG&E’s MPB mitigation
proposal in this proceeding. As the IOUs have argued previously, dockets like rulemakings and
consolidated applications apply to all California utilities and are noticed to, and generally include
as parties, a broader set of stakeholders.?® Proposals to change the PCIA ratemaking framework,
therefore, can and should be raised in those types of dockets, such that all interested parties have
an opportunity to evaluate and respond to those proposals. It is unlikely all parties with an interest
in PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposal have notice of it being raised here.

PG&E itself has represented to the Commission the narrow and ministerial scope of ERRA
Forecast applications—and how narrow it should be going forward. In Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-
026, the Commission sought input into a change in the schedule for the ERRA Forecast
proceedings that would replace the November Update with an October Update.?” CalCCA argued
this change should be accompanied by a corresponding change to the filing date of the IOUs’
ERRA Forecast applications in order to largely maintain the same pre-Update timeline for parties
to understand and develop a robust record.?® PG&E disagreed, arguing ERRA Forecast

proceedings do not include the type of policymaking that require substantial record development:

“The existing schedule (i.e., from June 1st to early November) is more than sufficient to litigate

2 A.17-06-005, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 3-4 (Aug. 24, 2017).

26 See A.18-06-001, PG&E Reply to Protests and Responses at 2-3 (Jul. 16, 2018) (addressing
rulemakings).

27 Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-026, E-Mail Ruling Requesting Comments on ERRA Timing Proposal at 5
(May 20, 2021).

28 R.17-06-026, California Community Choice Association’s Comments in Response To Staff’s ERRA
Timing Proposal at 4-12 (June 15, 2021).
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what are mostly routine and non-controversial non-Update-related aspects of the Joint Utilities’
ERRA Forecast proceedings.” 2 PG&E also stated it agreed with comments from another party
that the ERRA Forecast proceedings “by design” should consist of “perfunctory updates.”*’ It also
observed that complications surrounding the Fall (at the time, November) Update were likely
indicative of “growing pains” associated with the new PCIA methodology and not indicative of
what it called “routine review of the ERRA Forecast applications.”3! PG&E also agreed that future
ERRAS, including this 2025 ERRA Forecast, should “be more routine than have been experienced
in the past two or three years.”3? PG&E should not be allowed to now distance itself from its own
prior statements to push through approval of a massive change to the PCIA ratemaking framework
through what PG&E itself describes as a “routine” and expedited proceeding.

PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposal puts the cart before the horse by proposing a novel PCIA
ratemaking component before the Commission even undertakes the process of addressing RA
market scarcity or modifying the calculation of the RA MPB, let alone agreeing with PG&E’s
diagnosis of the problems with the RA market or the RA MPB and resolving that process. If the
Commission had taken up RA market scarcity and adopted a RA (or RPS) value “mitigation
measure” in a separate rulemaking or consolidated application proceeding, it may have been
reasonable for PG&E to implement that Commission decision in this ERRA Forecast proceeding.

But the Commission has not done so, and therefore, PG&E’s proposal is premature and untethered

2 R.17-06-026, The Joint Utilities’ Opening Comments on Proposed Decision Resolving Phase 2

Issues Related To Energy Resources Recovery Account Proceedings at 6 (Jan. 6, 2022) (emphasis added).
30 R.17-06-026, Reply of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) To Administrative Law
Judge’s Ruling Requesting Comments on The Market Price Benchmark Issue Date at 5 (Sept. 22, 2021)
(emphasis added).

31 R.17-06-026, Reply of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) To Administrative Law
Judge’s Ruling Requesting Comments on The Market Price Benchmark Issue Date at 5 (Sept. 22, 2021)
(emphasis added).

32 Id.
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to any Commission direction or consideration. Until and unless the Commission undertakes the
review and makes the determination PG&E appears to desire but has not yet requested, PG&E
must comply with existing Commission decisions, including D.18-10-019 and D.19-10-001. Those
decisions require PG&E to use the 2025 Forecast MPBs to determine its Indifference Amount and
require PG&E to use the 2024 Final MPBs to determine its 2024 year-end balance in the PABA.
PG&E’s MPB mitigation proposals are therefore beyond the scope of this proceeding and properly
stricken.
III. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should strike the portions of PG&E’s Fall

Update testimony proposing changes to the RA and RPS MPBs as detailed in Appendix A attached
to this Motion.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Nikhil Vijaykar

Nikhil Vijaykar

Tim Lindl

Keyes & Fox LLP

580 California Street, 12th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

Telephone: (408) 621-3256

E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com
tlindl@keyesfox.com

Daniel W. Douglass

DOUGLASS, LIDDELL & KLATT

5737 Kanan Road #610

Agoura Hills, California 91301
Telephone: (818) 961-3001

Email: douglass@energyattorney.com

On behalf of the California Community
Choice Association and the Direct Access
Customer Coalition

October 31, 2024
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APPENDIX A

Page and Line Number

Basis for Motion to Strike

Table of Contents, Subheading D, Attachment
C

Out of scope, irrelevant

Page 2, lines 28-30

Out of scope, irrelevant

Page 4, lines 16-21

Out of scope, irrelevant

Page 5, lines 17-32 and page 6, lines 1-9,
including footnote 4.

Out of scope, irrelevant

Page 35, partial line 1 “Subject to mitigations
for the unprecedented MPBs,”

Out of scope, irrelevant

Page 35, lines 25-32

Out of scope, irrelevant

Attachment C (page AtchC-1 through AtchC-
16)

Out of scope, irrelevant
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