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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• The Final Decision1 should only apply a new allocation methodology for common costs on 
a prospective basis. 

 
• PG&E’s continued requests to revive an MPB cap that was ruled out of scope five months 

ago should be rejected.  
 

• The Final Decision should complete the record in this proceeding in a manner that follows 
the law and precedent from other ERRA proceedings by granting CalCCA’s November 12, 
2024, Motion to Move Exhibits into the Record and Motion for Leave to Submit 
Confidential Version of Comments Under Seal (CalCCA Motions). 
 

• The only changes to the PD the Commission should make are: (1) to grant CalCCA’s 
Motions; and (2) those changes included in CalCCA’s Opening Comments on the PD.  

  
 

 
1 Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations and the body of this pleading are defined 
in CalCCA’s Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision. See A.24-05-009, California Community Choice 
Association’s Comments on Proposed Decision (Dec. 1, 2024) (CalCCA Opening Comments).  
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S 
REPLY COMMENTS ON PROPOSED DECISION 

 

CalCCA submits these Reply Comments on ALJ Fox’s [Proposed] Decision Approving Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company’s 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account Related Forecast Revenue 

Requirement and 2025 Electric Sales Forecast pursuant to Rule 14.3. PG&E’s Opening Comments 

continue to represent an alternate reality where bundled customers rates are not decreasing, the 

Commission can engage in retroactive modifications to filed rates, and proposals to cap the MPBs are in 

scope. The reality is PG&E’s bundled customers’ generation rates will decrease by 9.9 percent (or 

$0.017/kWh) under the PD,2 changing the rules of PCIA ratesetting between the forecast and the true-up 

is improper, and proposals to cap the MPB have been out of scope for five months. PG&E’s 

recommendations should be rejected. While the PD should be revised to refer to PG&E’s motion to strike, 

as the utility requested, it should also be revised to grant the Motions CalCCA filed on November 12. 

I. THE FINAL DECISION SHOULD ONLY APPLY A NEW ALLOCATION 
METHODOLOGY FOR ESA COSTS ON A PROSPECTIVE BASIS 

PG&E’s Comments continue to argue for retroactive application of a new allocation methodology 

for ESA costs. However, PG&E’s recommendation: (1) is not a true-up; (2) is distinguishable from prior 

Commission action; and (3) would constitute prohibited changes to established rates. The Commission 

should continue to disregard PG&E’s liberal use of the term “true-up.”3 ERRA Forecast proceedings are 

designed to set PCIA rates based on two ingredients: (1) the forecasted indifference amount for the 

upcoming year; and (2) a true-up of the prior year’s forecasted indifference amount, based on actual results 

recorded to the PABA and ERRA balancing accounts.4 The true-up is a mechanism intended to reconcile 

forecasted values with actual values within a set ratemaking formula, such that PG&E can timely address 

an under- or over-collection via the following year’s rates.5 This approach, and the balancing accounts 

that enable it, allow the utility to minimize cost recovery lag by permitting ratesetting based on forecast 

costs and revenues, followed by a reconciliation to actual recorded values. The true-up, however, is not a 

vehicle to unsettle the methodology used to calculate a prior year’s approved indifference amount and 

revenue requirement—it only records the difference between forecasted and actual values within that 

 
2 Compare PG&E Advice Letter 7191-E (March 1, 2024) to PG&E Advice Letter 7426-E (Nov. 15, 2024). 
3 A.24-05-009, PG&E’s Comments on the Proposed Decision (Dec. 1, 2024) (PG&E Comments). 
4 Exh. CalCCA-01C at 20. 
5 See D.18-10-019 at 79 (stating “the Commission’s ERRA ratemaking process relies on an annual forecast to set 
each IOU’s annual revenue requirement, and then allows the IOUs to track their actual costs and actual revenues in 
the ERRA balancing account, so that any over-collection or under-collection is “trued up” and used to adjust a 
subsequent annual revenue requirement either upwards or downwards.”). 
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methodology. To illustrate the difference between the purpose of the true-up and the way in which PG&E 

proposes to use it, consider the example from CalCCA’s Reply Brief:6 

A group of four friends anticipate dinner will cost $100 and agree to pay $25 each to split the 
bill evenly. The bill ends up being $200. A true-up would adjust each attendee’s contribution 
from $25 to $50 to reflect the actual bill. A true-up would not change each friend’s relative 
contribution to that bill, i.e. making one friend pay $125 so the others still only pay $25.  

 

PG&E’s proposal to apply a new common cost allocation methodology to the 2024 true-up would have 

the latter, fundamentally unfair effect.  

PG&E’s comments reference two prior Commission decisions that are easily distinguishable from 

the instant matter and do not justify the result PG&E seeks. In D.20-02-047, the Commission addressed 

an error PG&E made in recording revenues to the wrong balancing account, i.e., PG&E recorded revenues 

to a CAM-related balancing account instead of to a PCIA-related balancing account.7 Correcting that 

mistake via the true-up is distinguishable from PG&E’s contemplated change in methodology here, where 

PG&E seeks to change the rules of cost allocation themselves, not correct an error in applying the existing 

rules. Using the example above, D.20-02-047 is akin to the friends making a mistake when calculating 

each other’s share of the bill, not trying to stick one friend with a disproportionate share. No party would 

disagree that a utility should go back and fix its accounting mistakes, and, indeed, D.20-02-047 adopted 

an agreed-upon solution between parties to fix PG&E’s mistakes.8 

If anything, the second case, D.19-02-023, supports CalCCA’s position. That decision 

implemented the concept of a true-up in PCIA ratemaking for the first time, adding it as the second 

ingredient to the revenue requirement in addition to the forecasted indifference amount. That decision did 

not reach back to revise the Energy Index used to set the indifference amount for 2018 PCIA rates, which 

is what PG&E seeks to do in this case for 2024 PCIA rates (but with regard to cost allocation). D.19-02-

023 maintained the original methodology for setting the Energy Index in the forecasted 2018 indifference 

amount, and then, without changing that methodology, trued up the 2018 forecast with actual 2018 market 

revenues. Using the example above, D.19-02-023 is akin to the friends agreeing to split the bill based on 

the same proportion they agreed to use when they entered the restaurant instead of each insisting on paying 

only $25 despite the ultimately higher bill. That result is the opposite of what PG&E asks here. 

PG&E’s Comments argue without citation that last year’s ERRA Forecast decision “never 

 
6 A.24-05-009, CalCCA’s Reply Brief, at 21 (Oct. 31, 2024). 
7 D.20-02-047 at 10, Finding of Fact 6. 
8 Id. 
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formally decided for the purpose of 2024 rate-setting…the issue of allocation of costs.”9 PG&E’s read of 

that decision is too generous to its own position. D.23-12-022 did not preserve the issue of common cost 

allocation for future resolution of 2024 rates. Instead, it approved rates based on PG&E’s existing 

methodology and “deferred consideration of the [ESA] Common Cost Allocation Methodology to the 

second track of this proceeding.”10 If the Commission wanted to approve a 2024 forecasted indifference 

amount subject to a future change in common cost allocation, and implement that change via a true-up, it 

would have said so. Moreover, it makes sense D.23-12-022 said nothing about retroactive application 

because State statute and California Courts require rates to be set prospectively. While the law and 

Commission precedent allow the Commission to balancing accounts to improve accuracy and accelerate 

cost recovery, it does not allow the Commission to revise the nature of costs underlying approved rates.11   

II. PG&E’S REQUEST TO REVIVE ITS MPB CAP SHOULD BE REJECTED 
ERRA Forecast proceedings have an important and narrow purpose. As the PD correctly 

recognizes, these expedited dockets assure timely recovery of the utilities’ energy procurement costs.12 

To ensure rates are timely implemented, the scope of ERRA Forecast proceedings is limited to evaluating 

the IOUs’ compliance with prior Commission orders, rules, or policies.13 Policy changes related to the 

IOUs’ procurement ratemaking—including the PCIA framework—are approved in rulemaking dockets. 

In this ERRA Forecast proceeding, however, PG&E repeatedly proposed RA MPB “mitigation measures” 

that would distort the application of the PCIA framework in violation of D.19-10-001 and to the clear 

detriment of departed customers. PG&E’s insistence on advancing policy proposals in this case forced the 

Commission and parties to repeatedly remind PG&E that this proceeding is the incorrect venue to address 

a proposal to revise how the RA MPB is calculated.14  

PG&E’s ceaseless request for the Commission to ignore its Scoping Ruling hinges on an 

undeveloped cost-shift argument that the RA MPB is too high.15 To show the RA MPB would lead to a 

cost shift, a party would need to: (1) demonstrate there is a problem with the current methodology and 

 
9 PG&E Comments at 8. 
10 D.23-12-022 at 14. 
11 Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 728, 454.5; see, e.g., The Ponderosa Telephone Co. v. Public Utilities Com., 197 Cal. 
App. 4th 48, 63-64 (5th Dist. 2011) (stating “the Decision retroactively revises costs that formed the basis for prior 
general rates. This is precisely the type of action prohibited by the retroactive ratemaking doctrine”). 
12 PD at 3. 
13 See, e.g., A.13-05-015, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 4 (Sept. 12, 2013). 
14 A.24-05-009, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, at 3 (Aug. 1, 2024) (Scoping Ruling); PD 
at 10 (“[T]he Commission did not consider this matter or related testimony in scope[.]). 
15 PG&E Comments at 9; Scoping Ruling at 5. 
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specify that problem; (2) correct the current methodology; (3) calculate revenue requirements (RRQ) using 

the corrected methodology; and (4) put forward the difference in RRQ resulting from the current 

methodology versus the corrected methodology. In this case, parties did not even complete Step 1. 

PG&E’s claims that the RA MPB levels are unreasonable largely consist of observations that “may” 

indicate a problem with the RA MPB,16 and parties dispute PG&E’s observations.17 In fact, as discussed 

in CalCCA’s Comments on the October Update, there are numerous reasons to believe PG&E’s portfolio 

is under-valued and not over-valued.18 

PG&E has repeatedly misled the Commission by citing $453M and $750M “cost shift” figures in 

its pleadings in this case.19 However, those figures are merely the difference in revenue requirement 

between using the 2025 RA MPB versus using the 2024 RA MPB. No party, including PG&E, is 

suggesting the 2024 RA MPB would establish the correct value of PG&E’s capacity portfolio in 2025 

and, therefore, no party is suggesting the 2024 RA MPB would be the right baseline from which to measure 

a cost shift. After all, it was calculated using the same methodology PG&E now claims is unreasonable. 

In the end, parties and the Commission are still at Step 1 because it is unclear: (1) whether 

modifications to the PCIA framework are necessary; (2) if they are necessary, what the changes will be; 

(3) how those changes will impact the value of the IOUs’ portfolios; and (4) whether those impacts 

constitute a material cost shift. The PD appropriately defers these considerations to a future rulemaking. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD RULE ON OUTSTANDING MOTIONS IN A 
MANNER THAT FOLLOWS THE LAW AND PRIOR ERRA PRECEDENT 
PG&E’s Comments request the Final Decision “reflect” the utility filed “a Motion contesting 

admission of certain CalCCA-proposed exhibits, and a corresponding Motion to Strike CalCCA’s Fall 

Update Comments that relied on such exhibits” (Pleadings).20 The facts the utility seeks to strike in its 

Pleadings demonstrate how far afield PG&E’s position is in this case. SCE never proposed to cap any of 

the MPBs over the course of its ERRA Forecast proceeding, and it made proposals that undermine 

PG&E’s suggestion that the RA MPB overvalues the utilities’ RA portfolios. SDG&E originally 

considered proposing a cap on the RA MPB, but it then backed off after the Scoping Ruling was issued in 

 
16 PG&E Comments at 9-11; Exh. PGE-08 at AtchC-1, AtchC-6 to Atch-8. 
17 A.24-05-009, CalCCA’s Comments on PG&E’s Fall Update Testimony, at 2, 16-21. 
18 CalCCA Comments on the Fall Update at 17-19. 
19 PG&E Opening Comments on PD at 5, 9-11; A.24-05-009, Opening Brief of PG&E, at 14 (Oct. 21, 2024).  
20 PG&E Opening Comments at 13 (erroneously stating PG&E filed two motions). 
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its ERRA case, recognizing the proposal was out of scope. These are the damaging facts PG&E seeks to 

keep out of decision-makers’ hands via its Pleadings. 

While the Proposed Decision states “the Commission did not consider [PG&E’s MPB proposal] 

or related testimony in scope,”21 the Proposed Decision should grant CalCCA’s Motion to Admit its 

exhibits. CalCCA’s motion is routine practice for the ERRA Forecast case. CCA parties typically move 

exhibits into the record accompanying their comments on the Fall Update to level the playing field 

between intervenors and the Applicant.22 The Commission only provides the Applicant—and not 

intervenors—the opportunity for “updated” testimony. The Commission intends the utilities’ updates to 

be routine, merely incorporating the new updated MPBs, refreshing forecasts of load, costs and revenues 

based on recent market activity, and demonstrating the resulting rates. However, since D.18-10-019 

reforming the PCIA framework, the utilities have rarely followed that rule.23  

When a utility’s Fall Update goes beyond what PG&E itself has agreed should be “routine” and 

“perfunctory updates” in the Fall Update,24 intervenors must be able to support their rebuttal arguments 

with their own arguments, and with exhibits providing a foundation for those arguments. Judge Regnier 

recently granted a nearly identical motion, with exhibits beyond the data request responses provided by 

the utility, in SCE’s ERRA Forecast case without controversy. 25 There is nothing unusual or prejudicial 

about CalCCA following the procedural schedule in this proceeding or following routine practice for the 

ERRA cases. For all of these reasons, and to ensure CalCCA’s rights are maintained,26 the Commission 

should deny PG&E’s motion to strike and grant CalCCA’s motion to admit within the final Decision. 

IV. CONCLUSION 
For the reasons stated herein, and in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, the only changes to the PD 

the Commission should make are: (1) to grant CalCCA’s Motions; and (2) those changes included in 

CalCCA’s Opening Comments on the PD.  

 

 
21 PD at 10. 
22 See, e.g., A.21-06-001, Motion of Joint Community Choice Aggregators to Move Exhibits Into Evidence and to 
Admit Exhibits Into the Record (Nov. 18, 2021) (CCA parties made similar motions in A.18-06-001 and A.19-06-
001, and in numerous SCE and SDG&E’s ERRA Forecast proceedings, which were all granted). 
23 R.17-06-026, CalCCA’s Comments in Response to E-Mail Ruling Requesting Comments on Market Price 
Benchmark Issue Date, at 18-19 (Sept. 13, 2021). 
24 R.17-06-026, PG&E’s (U-39 E) Reply Comments on MPB Issue Date, at 7 (Sept. 22, 2021) (emphasis added). 
25 A.24-05-009, Email Ruling Granting SCE and CalCCA Motions to Receive Exhibits into Evidence and Seal 
Confidential Portions; and Submitting Record (Nov. 18, 2024). 
26 Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule13.6 (a). 
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