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JOINT CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph 3 of the September 27, 2024, Assigned Commissioner’s 

Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo), as amended by the October 3, 2024, ALJ Ruling,1 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) is filing this Joint Case Management Statement on 

behalf of the Parties to this Proceeding.2 

I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

On December 17, 2024, PG&E sent an email to the Party representatives in this 

Proceeding inviting the Parties to meet and confer on December 30, 2024, pursuant to Rule 13.9.  

The Rule 13.9 meeting occurred virtually from 10-11 a.m. on December 30, 2024, with each of 

the Parties except for CGNP in attendance.  PG&E provided a notice on December 31, 2024, to 

the service list that the Rule 13.9 meeting had occurred and proposed a change to the schedule 

January 6, 2025 Status Conference due to the unavailability of one of the Parties. 

In this Joint Case Management Statement, the Parties summarize the outcomes of their 

Rule 13.9 meet-and-confer and address each of the issues raised by Rule 13.9. 

 
1  Email Ruling Granting Extension of Deadline and providing Clarification on the First Extension 

Ruling, and Granting Schedule Extension, Oct. 3, 2024 (moving the filing deadline for the Joint Case 
Management Statement from December 16, 2024 to January 3, 2025). 

2  As of December 31, 2024, the Parties to this Proceeding include PG&E, the Public Advocates Office 
(Cal Advocates), The Utility Reform Network (TURN), the California Community Choice 
Association (CalCCA), the Independent Energy Producers Association (IEP), and the Californians 
for Green Nuclear Power (CGNP).  Pursuant to Rule of Practice and Procedure (Rule) 1.8(d), the 
Parties have authorized PG&E to file this Joint Case Management Statement on their behalf.   
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II. IDENTIFICATION OF ANTICIPATED MOTIONS 

The Parties identified one potential motion and one discovery dispute that could result in 

a motion if not resolved. 

PG&E identified that it is anticipating filing a motion to strike testimony served by 

CalCCA if its concerns cannot be resolved through a proposed stipulation. 

TURN noted that PG&E had previously objected to a data request and that the data 

request had been renewed on December 30, 2024.  If TURN and PG&E are unable to resolve the 

data request objections informally, TURN noted that the dispute may need to be raised to the 

presiding ALJ. 

III. IDENTIFICATION OF UNCONTESTED FACTS AND ISSUES 

The Parties made a good faith effort to identify and discuss facts and issues in the case 

that may not be contested.  As a result, the Parties stipulate to the following facts that are 

relevant to the Issues identified in the Scoping Memo: 

(1) Due to the long-lead time nature of the Helms Uprate and the maturity level of project 

design, significant uncertainties remain in project development and cost.  These uncertainties 

include: total actual cost; realized capacity increase; FERC licensing requirements; CAISO 

interconnection requirements; and federal tax benefits. 

(2) The CPUC's 2022-adopted Preferred System Plan, the 2025-2026 CAISO 

Transmission Planning Process base case, and CARB's 2022 Scoping Plan each indicates a need 

for significant incremental LDES by 2035, beyond the amount of LDES ordered by the CPUC in 

the MTR Phase 3 Decision. 

(3) Modeling of worst-case drought scenarios caused by reasonably foreseeable climate 

change shows that the Uprate is reasonably expected to be able to generate at its full capacity 

even in sustained drought conditions. 

(4) PG&E developed its Uprate plans with the intention of meeting apprenticeship and 

prevailing wage requirements to secure the 30 percent bonus ITC. 
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(5) It is likely that the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) will conduct a 

review of the Helms Uprate under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to 

the SWRCB's delegated authority under the federal Clean Water Act. 

Without conceding that PG&E’s cost recovery framework should be adopted, the Parties 

agree that the framework includes the following: 

(6) PG&E's cost forecast includes placeholder costs of $12.7 million for interconnection-

related costs that would be charged directly to PG&E Power Generation as the Interconnection 

Customer for the Project and recovered in CPUC-jurisdictional rates. 

(7) PG&E's net market value analysis includes placeholder costs of $13.1-15.8 million 

for interconnection-related costs that would be initially paid by PG&E Power Generation as the 

Interconnection Customer for the Project and then reimbursed by PG&E Transmission and 

recovered ultimately from PG&E customers through the FERC-jurisdictional transmission 

component of rates.  These costs are not in PG&E's proposed CPUC-jurisdictional Cost 

Recovery Cap because they would be recovered through PG&E's Transmission Owner Rate case 

at FERC. 

(8) Neither PG&E's cost forecast nor its net market value analysis includes Area 

Deliverability Network Upgrade (ADNU) costs that may be incurred to achieve deliverability for 

the uprated Helms capacity.  These costs would be recovered through the FERC-jurisdictional 

Transmission Access Charge and allocated to all users of the CAISO-controlled grid.  

IV. DISPUTED ISSUES AND FACTS 

The Parties agreed that each of the Scoping Issues (1-18) identified in the Scoping Memo are 

disputed to some extent.  The Parties further agreed that each of the material issues of fact 

underlying the resolution of the Scoping Issues (1-18) identified in the Scoping Memo are 

disputed, except as noted in Section III, above. 
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V. WHETHER CONTESTED ISSUES CAN BE NARROWED 

Although each of the Issues presented in the Scoping Memo remains contested, the Parties 

agreed that the facts set forth in the stipulation presented in Section III, above, are uncontested, 

thereby narrowing the scope of further record development. 

VI. SETTLEMENT 

The Parties in attendance at the Rule 13.9 meet-and-confer discussed the potential for 

settlement.  Although no settlement has been reached, the Parties anticipate continuing 

settlement discussions. 

VII. NEED FOR HEARINGS AND NEXT STEPS 

The Parties discussed the need for evidentiary hearings at their Rule 13.9 meeting.  Other 

than TURN, no Party in attendance identified a need for hearings.  TURN stated that it would 

only be able to identify any need for hearing after receiving responses to its December 30, 2024, 

data request to PG&E.  Following further bilateral discussion, TURN and PG&E agreed to make 

a joint request to take hearings off calendar in order to allow the parties to focus on pending 

discovery and settlement discussions.  TURN and PG&E recommend scheduling an additional 

Status Conference with the ALJ on or around January 23, 2024 in order to confirm the remaining 

schedule for Phase 1. 

The Scoping Memo, as amended by the October 3, 2024, ALJ Ruling, scheduled a Status 

Conference in this Proceeding for January 6, 2025.  “The purpose of the . . . status conference is 

to ascertain whether, pursuant to Rule 13.8(c), the parties stipulate to the receipt of prepared 

testimony into evidence without direct or cross examination or other need to convene an 

evidentiary hearing or, in the alternative, the parties’ resources, readiness and needs for the 

effective remote conduct of the evidentiary hearing, including estimates of time requested for 

cross-examination and identification of anticipated exhibits.”3  TURN identified a scheduling 

conflict with the January 6, 2025, date for the Status Conference, and PG&E, on behalf of the 

 
3  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Sept. 27, 2024, p. 8. 
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Parties, proposed to the ALJ on December 31, 2024, that the Status Conference be rescheduled to 

a time between 2:30 and 5:00 pm on Tuesday, January 7, 2025.   

 

Dated:  January 3, 2025 

Respectfully Submitted, 

M. GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON 
DANIEL S. HASHIMI 

By:    /s/ M. Grady Mathai-Jackson 
M. GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON 

Law Department, 19th Floor 
300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 210 
San Francisco, CA  94612 
Telephone: (415) 652-5447 
Facsimile: (510) 898-9696 
E-Mail: Grady.Mathai-Jackson@pge.com 

Attorneys for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
 

 

 


