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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company to Recover Helms Uprate Costs 
 

(U 39 E) 

Application 23-12-014 
(Filed December 20, 2023) 

 

JOINT RESPONSE TO JANUARY 7, 2025 ALJ EMAIL RULING 
AND JOINT PRE-STATUS CONFERENCE STATEMENT 

Pursuant to the January 7, 2025, Email Ruling issued by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) 

Justin Regnier (Ruling), PG&E files this Response on behalf of each of the Parties to this 

Proceeding other than Californians for Green Nuclear Power.1  The Ruling directed the Parties to 

meet and confer and further directed PG&E to prepare, serve and file a Pre-Status Conference 

Statement by noon on January 10, 2025, describing with particularity of each party’s position(s), 

stipulation(s) or objection(s) and/or abstention(s) on the following topics toward resolution of 

Phase I scoped issues: 

(1)     Need for evidentiary hearing;  

(2)     Waiver of cross examination; 

(3)     For each scoped issue and sub-issue of Phase I, identification, with particularity, 

each disputed material fact and corresponding evidence being offered;   

(4)     For each scoped issue and sub-issue of Phase I, identification, with particularity, of 

all uncontested and otherwise stipulated facts and issues; 

 
1  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), each of those Parties other 
than CGNP has authorized PG&E to file this Joint Case Management Statement on its behalf.  
Thus, when referring to “Parties” in this pleading, PG&E refers to each of the Parties other than 
CGNP. 
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(5)     Stipulation “to the receipt of prepared testimony into evidence without direct or 

cross examination,” and identification of each stipulated testimony and identification of 

corresponding Phase 1 issue or issues scoped in the proceeding; and 

(6)     Identification of any outstanding discovery disputes or other law and motion 

hearing need, if any. 

The Parties, except for CGNP, met and conferred on January 8, 2025.  In that meeting, 

the Parties agreed to develop a joint response to the Ruling, but acknowledged that due to time 

constraints provided in the Ruling, they would likely be unable to agree to all of the language in 

the response.  Accordingly, the Parties have structured this response to identify where only one 

or more Parties is offering a particular response to one of the questions above.  Unless otherwise 

indicated, the Parties are jointly offering the language in this Response. 

At their January 8, 2025, meeting, the Parties also discussed concerns about the briefing 

schedule for this Proceeding.  In particular, given that they are continuing discovery and 

preparing for hearings, the Parties do not believe that the January 17, 2025, date set in the 

September 27, 2024, Scoping Memo for opening briefs if hearings are taken off calendar is 

feasible.  The Parties are working to agree to a proposed schedule that provides adequate time to 

complete discovery and explore settlement and will present any such schedule to ALJ Regnier at 

the scheduled Status Conference on January 13. 

The remainder of this response addresses each of the six issues identified in the Ruling.  

Issues 1-4 and 6 are addressed in the following sections of this cover pleading.  Issue 5 is 

addressed in Attachment A to this pleading, which is a stipulation to identify Phase 1 exhibits 

and to move them into evidence without hearing. 

I. NEED FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING (ISSUE 1) 

None of the Parties requests an evidentiary hearing in Phase 1 of this Proceeding at this 

time.  The Parties believe that they have adequately addressed the disputed issues in Phase 1 in 

this Proceeding in their exhibits identified in Attachment A to this response, as that Attachment 
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may be supplemented following the completion of discovery, and believe that the most efficient 

resolution of the disputed issues in this Proceeding is to allow time for the parties to discuss 

potential settlement, followed by briefing if settlement is not achieved. 

II.  WAIVER OF CROSS EXAMINATION (ISSUE 2) 

Assuming hearings are taken off calendar, each of the parties also waives its opportunity 

to conduct cross examination in Phase 1 of this Proceeding at this time. 

III. IDENTIFICATION OF DISPUTED AND UNCONTESTED FACTS BY SCOPING 
ISSUE (ISSUES 3 AND 4) 

The following table responds to Issues 3 and 4 of the Ruling.  The evidence being offered 

in support of the respective Parties’ assertion of disputed facts in Phase 1 is listed in Attachment 

A to this response. 

Table 1:  Disputed and Uncontested Facts, by Scoping Issue 

Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

Planning & Procurement 
Need: Is the Helms Uprate 
project reasonable in light of 
state planning requirements 
and other considerations that 
impact timing or resource 
needs? 

Whether the Helms Uprate 
project is reasonable in light 
of state planning 
requirements and other 
considerations that impact 
timing or resource needs. 

(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 
(but are not limited to): total 
actual cost; realized capacity 
increase; FERC licensing 
requirements; CAISO 
interconnection requirements; 
and federal tax benefits. 
 
(2) The CPUC's 2022-
adopted Preferred System 

 
2  In their Joint Case Management Statement filed on January 3, 2025, the Parties stated 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 the “Uncontested Fact” column of this Table 1. 

3  The Parties stipulated to these facts as part of their Joint Case Management Statement filed on 
January 3, 2025.   
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

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. 

1. Has PG&E 
sufficiently demonstrated 
justifications for the reliefs 
sought in the Application? 

Whether PG&E has 
sufficiently demonstrated 
justifications for the reliefs 
sought in the Application. 
 
In the event the Commission 
does not issue a Ruling in 
Phase 1 adopting the Joint 
Stipulation of PG&E and 
CalCCA, filed January 8, 
2025, CalCCA asserts that the 
following will remain in 
dispute in Phase 1: on whose 
behalf is PG&E proposing to 
make these investments in 
Helms (i.e., what is the need 
driving this new resource 
investment in both the 
existing and uprated Helms 
capacity, and what customers 
are driving this need)? 
CalCCA offered evidence on 
these questions in its Phase 1 
Rebuttal Testimony, pp. 8-13, 
including: PG&E’s 
admissions in its testimony 
and PG&E’s statements and 
attachments provided in 
response to CalCCA 
discovery questions. 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

2. Is PG&E’s assertion 
of the necessity for the 
lifecycle work over the same 
10-year timeframe proposed 
for the Helms Uprate project 
reasonable? 

Whether it is necessary to do 
the lifecycle work over the 
same 10-year timeframe 
proposed for the Helms 
Uprate project. 

 

3. Are PG&E’s 
determinations that the 
Lifecycle Replacement work 
and Helms Uprate project 
provide the best value for 
ratepayers relative to other 
long lead time or long 
duration energy storage 
options, including those 
likely to be available by 
2031, reasonable? 

Whether the Lifecycle 
Replacement work and Helms 
Uprate project provide the 
best value for ratepayers 
relative to other long lead 
time or long duration energy 
storage options, including 
those likely to be available by 
2031. 

 

4. Should PG&E 
evaluate a reasonable range 
of alternatives (i.e., other long 
duration storage 
technologies) for meeting 
procurement requirements in 
addition to the continued 
operation of Helms in the 
absence of the uprate and 
lifecycle replacement work?  
If so, what potential 
alternatives, if any, can 
cost-effectively provide a 
comparable range of benefits? 

(1) Whether PG&E has 
evaluated a reasonable range 
of alternatives (i.e., other long 
duration storage 
technologies) for meeting 
procurement requirements in 
addition to the continued 
operation of Helms in the 
absence of the uprate and 
lifecycle replacement work. 
 
(2) What potential 
alternatives, if any, can 
cost-effectively provide a 
comparable range of benefits. 

 

5. Does the work 
described by the Class 5 
estimate prepared by PG&E 
for the uprate project ensure 
safe and reliable operation at 
rated capacity over the 
38-year proposed life of the 
project? 

Whether the work described 
by the Class 5 estimate 
prepared by PG&E for the 
uprate project ensure safe and 
reliable operation at rated 
capacity over the 38-year 
proposed life of the project. 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

Cost Analysis and 
Reasonableness: Are PG&E’s 
proposed cost cap and 
assumptions reasonable?  Is 
the proposed Uprate a 
cost-effective resource to 
pursue? 

(1) Whether PG&E’s 
proposed cost cap and 
assumptions are reasonable. 
 
(2) Whether the proposed 
Uprate is a cost-effective 
resource to pursue. 

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 
(but are not limited to): total 
actual cost; realized capacity 
increase; FERC licensing 
requirements; CAISO 
interconnection requirements; 
and federal tax benefits. 

6. Is the proposed 
project’s level of costs 
reasonable? 

Whether the proposed 
project’s level of costs is 
reasonable. 

 

a. Should PG&E rely on 
a class 5 estimate for its 
evaluation of the cost of the 
lifecycle replacement work? 

Whether PG&E should rely 
on a class 5 estimate for its 
evaluation of the cost of the 
lifecycle replacement work. 

 

b. Should PG&E rely on 
a class 5 estimate for its 
evaluation of the cost of the 
uprate work? 

Whether PG&E should rely 
on a class 5 estimate for its 
evaluation of the cost of the 
uprate work. 

 

c. Has PG&E adequately 
investigated other sources of 
funding and tax exemption 
for the project from the 
federal and state governments 
to offset any ratepayer 
obligations? 

Whether PG&E has 
adequately investigated other 
sources of funding and tax 
exemption for the project 
from the federal and state 
governments to offset any 
ratepayer obligations. 

 

d. Should PG&E omit 
the ratepayer funded network 
upgrades when calculating 
the cost effectiveness of the 
uprate project? 

Whether PG&E should omit 
the ratepayer funded network 
upgrades when calculating 
the cost effectiveness of the 
uprate project. 

Without conceding that 
PG&E’s cost recovery 
framework should be 
adopted, the Parties agree that 
the framework includes the 
following: 
 
(a) PG&E's cost forecast 
includes placeholder costs of 
$12.7 million for 
interconnection-related costs 
that would be charged 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

directly to PG&E Power 
Generation as the 
Interconnection Customer for 
the Project and recovered in 
CPUC-jurisdictional rates; 
 
(b) 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 
Ratecase at FERC; 
 
(c) 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. 



 

- 8 - 

Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

e. Are the costs of future 
operations, maintenance, and 
equipment replacement 
activities as well as their 
associated outages 
appropriately reflected in the 
assessment of cost 
effectiveness? 

Whether the costs of future 
operations, maintenance, and 
equipment replacement 
activities as well as their 
associated outages 
appropriately reflected in the 
assessment of cost 
effectiveness. 

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. 

7. What would be the 
effect on rate base of the 
Helms uprate 
(e.g., abandoned investments 
due to recent capital additions 
at the facility, etc.)?4 

What would be the effect on 
rate base of the Helms uprate 
(e.g., abandoned investments 
due to recent capital additions 
at the facility, etc.)? 

 

8. Is the combined 
lifecycle and uprate work 
likely to qualify for the full 
30 percent or other ITC?  If 
not, what is the most likely 
amount of credit available? 

(1) Whether the combined 
lifecycle and uprate work is 
likely to qualify for the full 
30 percent or other ITC. 
 
(2) If not, what is the most 
likely amount of credit 
available? 

(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 
(but are not limited to): total 
actual cost; realized capacity 
increase; FERC licensing 
requirements; CAISO 
interconnection requirements; 
and federal tax benefits. 
 
(2) PG&E developed its 
Uprate plans with the 
intention of meeting 
apprenticeship and prevailing 
wage requirements to secure 
the 30 percent bonus ITC. 

 
4  Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s November 20, 2024, Email Ruling Amending 

Schedule for Phase 1 Issue 7 Elements, this is the only element within Issue 7 of the Scoping 
Memo that remains in Phase 1. 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

9. Is there a level of 
reduction to the ITC or 
increase in project costs that 
would result in the combined 
lifecycle and uprate work 
becoming not cost-effective?  
Should PG&E be required to 
file an advice letter if these 
contingencies cause the 
project to not be 
cost-effective? 

Whether there is a level of 
reduction to the ITC or 
increase in project costs that 
would result in the combined 
lifecycle and uprate work 
becoming not cost-effective. 

 

10. Do the Class 5 
estimates prepared in 2021 
for the evaluated designs 
reasonably capture the 
increase in capital costs over 
the last 3 years?  If not, what 
amount constitutes a just 
revision to these costs? 

(1) Whether the Class 5 
estimates prepared in 2021 
for the evaluated designs 
reasonably capture the 
increase in capital costs over 
the last 3 years. 
 
(2) If not, what amount 
constitutes a just revision to 
these costs? 

 

11. Are the estimates of 
$12.17 million for the cost of 
customer interconnection 
facility and up to 
$15.8 million for network 
upgrades reasonable? 

Whether the estimates of 
$12.17 million for the cost of 
customer interconnection 
facility and up to 
$15.8 million for network 
upgrades are reasonable. 

Without conceding that 
PG&E’s cost recovery 
framework should be 
adopted, the Parties agree that 
the framework includes the 
following: 
 
(a) 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; 
 
(b) PG&E's net market value 
analysis includes placeholder 
costs of $13.1-15.8 million 
for interconnection-related 



 

- 10 - 

Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

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 
Ratecase at FERC; 
 
(c) 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. 

12. Should PG&E be 
authorized to record into a 
memorandum account any 
incurred costs for the Helms 
Lifecycle Replacement or 
Uprate Projects that exceed 
the cost recovery cap 
established by the 
Commission? 

Disputed policy issue – No 
identified factual dispute 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

13. Should PG&E be 
authorized to file one or more 
Tier 3 Advice Letters for 
proposed increases in the cost 
recovery cap due to licensing 
or interconnection costs 
resulting from the uprate 
work?  If so, should PG&E be 
exempted from further 
reasonableness review on 
these increases? 

Disputed policy issue – No 
identified factual dispute 

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 
(but are not limited to): total 
actual cost; realized capacity 
increase; FERC licensing 
requirements; CAISO 
interconnection requirements; 
and federal tax benefits. 

14. Is PG&E’s proposed 
normalization of the ITC just 
and reasonable? 

Disputed legal issue – No 
identified factual dispute. 

 

15. Is it reasonable for 
PG&E to set an initial cost 
cap and recover these funds 
without further 
reasonableness review? 

Disputed policy issue – No 
identified factual dispute 

 

16. What environmental 
review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), if any, is needed? 

Disputed legal issue – No 
identified factual dispute. 

It is likely that the State 
Water Resource Control 
Board (SWRCB) will conduct 
a review of the Helms Uprate 
under the CEQA pursuant to 
the SWRCB's delegated 
authority under the federal 
Clean Water Act. 

17. Has PG&E made 
reasonable assumptions about 
the likely timelines for review 
and study, licensing, project 
and grid construction, and 
generator online dates? 

Whether PG&E has made 
reasonable assumptions about 
the likely timelines for review 
and study, licensing, project 
and grid construction, and 
generator online dates. 

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 
(but are not limited to): total 
actual cost; realized capacity 
increase; FERC licensing 
requirements; CAISO 
interconnection requirements; 
and federal tax benefits. 
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Phase 1 Scoped Issue or 
Sub-Issue 

 

Disputed Material Fact2 Uncontested Fact3 

18. What, if any, are the 
impacts on environmental and 
social justice (ESJ) 
communities, including the 
extent to which the Project 
impacts the achievement of 
any of the nine goals of the 
Commission’s ESJ Action 
Plan? 

What, if any, are the impacts 
on ESJ communities, 
including the extent to which 
the Project impacts the 
achievement of any of the 
nine goals of the 
Commission’s ESJ Action 
Plan? 

 

IV. DISCOVERY DISPUTES OR OTHER LAW AND MOTION HEARING NEED 

The Parties do not have any discovery disputes at this time.  However, since discovery is 

ongoing, the Parties cannot rule out discovery disputes before the closing of the evidentiary 

record in Phase 1. 

On January 3, 2025, PG&E filed a motion to strike the prepared testimony of the 

CalCCA.  Since filing the motion to strike, PG&E and CalCCA reached a stipulation, which was 

filed by PG&E with the consent of CalCCA in PG&E’s January 8, 2025, response to the January 

3, 2025, ALJ Ruling.  Under the stipulation, PG&E and CalCCA requested a Ruling be issued as 

soon as possible granting the relief requested in the stipulation, in particular stating: (1) the 

question of on whose behalf is PG&E making these proposed investments in Helms will be 

deferred to Phase 2, to be considered alongside other issues parties may raise as relevant to the 

Commission's determination of the appropriate cost allocation for the existing and uprated Helms 

asset capacity revenue requirements; and (2) that CalCCA may withdraw its Phase 1 Rebuttal 

Testimony without prejudice to CalCCA's ability to serve substantially similar testimony in 

Phase 2.  If that Ruling is issued, CalCCA has agreed to withdraw its Phase 1 testimony, and 

PG&E has agreed to withdraw its pending Motion to Strike.  If such a Ruling is not issued, 

CalCCA would proceed with submitting a response to PG&E’s pending Motion to Strike and 

would seek to admit its Phase 1 Rebuttal Testimony into the record for Phase 1 through a future 

motion. 
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Given pending data requests from TURN, Cal Advocates, and CGNP, the Parties 

anticipate future motions to admit additional evidence into the record for Phase 1 without 

hearing.  For now, the Parties have identified “placeholder” exhibits in Attachment A for that 

potential purpose. 

The Parties are not aware of any other matter requiring a law and motion hearing at this 

time. 
 

Dated:  January 10, 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 
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ATTACHMENT A 
Stipulation to Identify and Seek Admission of Exhibits 

into Record without Hearing 

The Parties to A.23-12-014 propose to identify the following exhibits that either have 

been, or are may in the future be, served on the parties over the course of this Proceeding and 

uploaded as supporting documents to the California Public Utilities Commission’s 

(“Commission”) electronic docketing system.  To the extent all or parts of these exhibits are 

admitted into the record, the Joint Parties hereby request that parties be able to identify and refer 

to each of the exhibits in their briefing as shown in the table below. 

The Parties also request that the Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) admit into the record 

each of the exhibits listed in Attachment A without direct or cross examination, except for those 

“placeholder” exhibits and the CalCCA testimony in highlight.  With regard to the highlighted 

“placeholder” and CalCCA exhibits, the parties agree that if a party wishes to seek admission of 

one or more of those exhibits into evidence in the future, that party will make a separate motion 

for such admission. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

///



 

- 1 - 

Table 2.  Exhibit Log 
 

Exhibit No. Exhibit Title 
and Date (s) 

Link to E-Filing as Supporting Document Phase 1 
Issue(s) 

PGE-1 PG&E Revised 
Prepared 
Testimony, 
9/6/2024 - 
Public 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7709/539999624.pdf All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 
6.e, 7 

PGE-1-C PG&E Revised 
Prepared 
Testimony, 
9/6/2024 - 
Confidential 

n/a All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 
6.e, 7 

PGE-2 PG&E Errata 
to 
Supplemental 
Testimony, 
11/01/2024 - 
Public 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7818/544870460.pdf 
 

Scoped 
Issues 1, 3, 
4, 6, 6.d; 11, 
17 

PGE-2-C PG&E Errata 
to 
Supplemental 
Testimony, 
11/01/2024 - 
Confidential 

n/a Scoped 
Issues 1, 3, 
4, 6, 6.d; 11, 
17  

PGE-3 PG&E 
Rebuttal 
Testimony 
Regarding 
Phase I Issues, 
12/20/2024 - 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7898/549795606.pdf 
 

All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 18 
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Exhibit No. Exhibit Title 
and Date (s) 

Link to E-Filing as Supporting Document Phase 1 
Issue(s) 

Public 
PGE-3-C PG&E 

Rebuttal 
Testimony 
Regarding 
Phase I Issues, 
12/20/2024 - 
Confidential 

n/a All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 18 

CALAD-1 Cal Advocates 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 
Dec. 11, 2024 - 
Public 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7882/549067281.pdf 
 

All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 7, 
10, 12, 14, 
and 18.] 

CALAD-1-C Cal Advocates 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 
Dec. 11, 2024 - 
Confidential 

n/a All Scoped 
Issues, 
except for 7, 
10, 12, 14, 
and 18. 

TURN-1 TURN 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 
Nov. 22, 2024 
- Public 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7849/547330907.pdf 
 

All scoped 
issues except 
for 5, 10, 18 

TURN-1C TURN 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 
Nov. 22, 2024 
- Confidential 

n/a All scoped 
issues except 
for 5, 10, 18 

TURN-2 TURN 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7849/547330807.pdf 
 

All scoped 
issues except 
for 5, 10, 18 
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Exhibit No. Exhibit Title 
and Date (s) 

Link to E-Filing as Supporting Document Phase 1 
Issue(s) 

Nov. 22, 2024 
– Public 
Attachments 

TURN-3C TURN 
Intervenor 
Testimony – 
Nov. 22, 2024 
– Confidential 
Attachments 

n/a Scoped 
issues 3, 4, 6 

CalCCA-1 CalCCA 
Rebuttal 
Testimony – 
Dec. 20, 2024 - 
Public Version 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/SupDoc/A2312014/7895/549971376.pdf 1, 2, 3 

CalCCA-1C CalCCA 
Rebuttal 
Testimony – 
Dec. 20, 2024 - 
Confidential 
Version 

n/a 1, 2, 3 

TURN-4 Placeholder 
Exhibit for 
Pending 
Discovery 

n/a TBD 

CGNP-1 Placeholder 
Exhibit for 
Pending 
Discovery 

n/a unknown 

 


