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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

e The Commission' should not modify the definition of FGC set forth in the August 1,
2023, Ruling Directing Comments.

e While the type and quantity of FGC will vary among the three IOUs, the Commission
should ensure that similar costs are recovered in a consistent manner. To do so, any
consideration of proposals to change the recovery of FGC should only occur in
proceedings in which all three IOUs are parties.

e The Commission need not develop a methodology for determining FGC.
e The Commission does not need to require additional reporting with regard to FGC. If the
Commission establishes a reporting requirement, it should develop a uniform template

that could be used consistently across IOUs.

e The Commission should take up the issue of Common Cost allocation in a non-expedited
proceeding in which all IOUs are parties.

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

joint Opening Brief.
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION, SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY

POWER, AND CLEAN ENERGY ALLIANCE’S JOINT OPENING BRIEF

Pursuant to the April 2, 2024, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling® (Scoping
Ruling), and the May 1, 2024, Administrative Law Judge's Ruling Amending the Schedule for the
2024 ERRA Forecast Proceeding as Consolidated to Consider Issues Related to Fixed Generation
Costs,> California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), San Diego Community Power
(SDCP), and Clean Energy Alliance (CEA) (collectively, the CCA Parties) hereby submit this joint
Opening Brief in the consolidated Track 2 of the above-captioned proceedings (Track 2).

The record in Track 2 reflects near consensus that the Commission need not take additional

steps to define, or otherwise develop methodologies or rules related to, Fixed Generation Costs

2 Application (A.) 23-05-012, A.23-07-012, A.23-06-001, and A.23-05-013, Assigned Commissioners
Scoping Memo and Ruling (Apr. 2, 2024); see also A.23-05-012 et al., Assigned Commissioner s Scoping
Memo and Ruling (Oct. 11, 2024) (clarifying that this proceeding was consolidated for the purpose of
addressing Fixed Generation Cost issues).

3 A.23-05-012, et al., Administrative Law Judge s Ruling Amending the Schedule for the 2024 ERRA

Forecast Proceeding as Consolidated to Consider Issues Related to Fixed Generation Costs, at 2-3 (May 1,
2024).



(FGC) in this proceeding. Indeed, the CCA Parties, San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E),
and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) all concur that the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (Commission) existing definition of FGC is reasonable and Southern California
Edison Company (SCE) did not propose any alternative definition.* Further, all parties agree that no
additional reporting is necessary,’ and the CCA Parties and each investor-owned utility (IOU) agree
that the Commission need not develop additional rules at this time.®

While the parties agree that the Commission should not take any action with respect to FGC
in this proceeding, the Commission should nevertheless scrutinize the IOUs’ allocation of

procurement-related “Common Costs”’

in a non-expedited proceeding in which all IOUs are parties.
PG&E raised Common Cost allocation in its Track 2 Prehearing Conference Statement (Track 2

PHCS) in this proceeding.® The Assigned Commissioner determined Common Cost allocation was

4 A.23-05-012 et al., Exhibit (Exh.) CCA-01: Prepared Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on Behalf
of the California Community Choice Association, San Diego Community Power, and Clean Energy Alliance in
the 2024 Consolidated Track 2 ERRA Forecast Proceeding, at 4:30-31 — 5:1-2 (Oct. 8, 2024); A.23-05-012 et
al., Exh. PG&E-7: Pacific Gas and Electric Company 2024 ERRA Forecast — Consolidated Track 2 Rebuttal
Testimony, at 3:27-28 — 4:1-14 (Nov. 22, 2024) (recommending a minor correction to clarify the
Commission’s existing definition); A.23-05-012 et al., Exh. SDGE-18: Prepared Rebuttal Testimony of Sheri Miller on
Behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company, at SM-1:16-21 (Nov. 22, 2024); Exh. SCE-09: A.23-05-012 et al.,
Rebuttal Testimony of Southern California Edison Company in Support of its Energy Resource Recovery Account
(ERRA) 2024 Forecast Operations, at 4:7-12 (Nov. 22, 2024).

3 Exh. CCA-01 at 11:6-18; Exh. PG&E-7 at 9:4-15; Exh. SDGE-18 at SM-2:11-16; Exh. SCE-09 at
6:1-2; A.23-05-012 et al., Exh. AReM-01: Testimony of Mark Fulmer on Behalf of the Alliance for Retail
Energy Markets Concerning Definition and Treatment of Fixed Generation Costs, at 9:3 (Oct. 8, 2024).

6 Exh. CCA-01 at 11:22-23; Exh. PG&E-7 at 10:4-5; Exh. SDGE-18 at SM-2 — SM-4; Exh. SCE-09 at
6:3-8.
7 PG&E’s Common Costs are costs related to its procurement activities and include Energy Supply
Administration (ESA) costs, as well as carrying costs related to collateral requirements and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions compliance instruments (collateral costs) (see PG&E Prehearing Conference Statement at 3;
see also Decision (D.) 24-12-038 at 30); SCE’s Common Costs similarly relate to the cost of its Energy
Procurement & Management (EPM) organization, as well as collateral carrying costs (see D.24-12-038 at 31);
SDG&E’s Common Costs, which SDG&E calls “Procurement Operations and Maintenance,” relate to the
functions of SDG&E’s Procurement Group (see D.24-12-040 at 32).

8 A.23-05-012, A.23-07-012, A.23-06-001, and A.23-05-013, Prehearing Conference Statement of Pacific

Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E), at 3-6 (Jan. 5, 2024).

2



outside the scope of Track 2 because no other IOU had raised a similar issue at that time.’
Subsequently, however, two out of the three IOUs (PG&E and SDG&E) proposed changes to their
Common Cost allocation methodologies in their respective 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings.

The Commission attempted to achieve consistency with respect to the IOUs” Common Cost
allocation methodologies through its Final Orders in the 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings, but
recognized that Common Cost allocation proposals required additional examination in a separate
proceeding involving all three IOUs such that “the issue can be more thoroughly examined and any
resulting directives can be made applicable to the three major IOUs uniformly.”!? Thus, the
Commission should revisit the IOUs” Common Cost allocation practices in a non-expedited
proceeding in which all IOUs are parties to provide sufficient process to further develop the record
on that issue.

L. THE COMMISSION DOES NOT NEED TO TAKE ADDITIONAL ACTION WITH

REGARD TO THE FGC CONSIDERED WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THIS
PROCEEDING

A. The Commission’s Existing Definition of FGC Should Not Be Modified

Scoping Item 1a. asks whether the Commission should modify its definition of FGC.!! In its
August, 1, 2023, Ruling Directing Comments, the Commission defined FGC as “costs that do not
change based on the amount of electricity customers use or the amount of operating time associated
with the electricity generation.”!? This definition is reasonable and appropriate because it correctly

distinguishes between costs which are driven by customer usage (variable costs) and costs which are

Scoping Ruling at 6 (stating the Common Cost allocation PG&E raised “may not align across utilities”).

10 D.24-12-040 at 33.

Scoping Ruling at 7.

Administrative Law Judge s Ruling Directing Parties to Comment Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, A.23-05-
012, at 1 (Aug. 1, 2023); A.23-06-001, Administrative Law Judge s Ruling Directing Parties to Comment Regarding
Fixed Generation Costs, at 1 (Aug. 1, 2023); A.23-05-013, Administrative Law Judge's Ruling Directing Parties to
Comment Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, at 1 (Aug. 1, 2023).

3



not directly driven by customer usage (fixed costs).!* Moreover, the Commission’s existing
definition is broad enough to accommodate differences in IOU-specific costs or language. '*

It is important to note that while some FGC would be required for an IOU to serve the
hypothetical “last remaining bundled customer,” FGC should decline over time with declining
bundled customer load.'> While the rate at which FGC decline may not be linear — i.e., directly
proportional to the consumption of electric services — this does not necessarily implicate a cost
shift.!® This is because these costs are currently spread to both bundled and departed load customers
through existing cost recovery mechanisms such as the Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
and Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA).!7

B. While the Type and Quantity of FGC Will Vary Between IOUs, the IOUs Should
Recover Similar Costs in a Consistent Manner

Scoping Item 1b. requests feedback as to which FGC should be consistent among the three
I0Us.'® In response to the Commission’s Ruling Directing Comments,'* the IOUs provided
information as to how they account for seven main categories of FGC.?° The IOUs’ comments
demonstrated that there is some variation in the type and quantity of FGC incurred by each IOU.?!
However, despite these differences, each IOU explained that most FGC are recovered from al//

customers through existing cost recovery mechanisms.??

13 Exh. CCA-01 at 4:30-31 — 5:1-2; see also Exh. PG&E-7 at 3:27-28 — 4:1-2.

14 Exh. SDGE-18 at SM-1:19-21.

15 Exh. CCA-01 at 5:3-7.

16 Id. at 5:11-18.

17 Id. at 5:14-18.

Scoping Ruling at 7.

19 A.23-05-012, A.23-06-001, and A.23-05-013, Ruling Directing Comments.
20 See Exh. CCA-01 at 7, Table 1.

21 Id. at 6:14-15, Table 1.

2 Id. at 7:2-4.



While the type and quantity of FGC will vary between I0OUs, similar costs should be
recovered in a transparent and consistent manner among all three IOUs.?? As this brief discusses in
Section II below, the Commission should ensure that proposals to change how FGC are recovered
should only occur in proceedings in which all IOUs are parties.?* By doing so, the Commission will
avoid piecemeal treatment of similar FGC, and will allow for greater procedural efficiency by
allowing for direct comparison between all IOUs.

C. The Commission Does Not Need to Develop any Methodology by Which the IOUs
Determine FGC

Scoping Item 1c. asks whether the Commission should adopt a methodology by which the
I0Us determine FGC.?> The Commission need not adopt such a methodology at this time, as nearly
all FGC categories are already spread among all customers, rendering superfluous any effort to
standardize the determination of FGC.?° In particular, any fixed electric generation charges flow
through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) for PCIA-eligible resources and are
recovered from bundled and unbundled customers as a matter of course.?’ Even if zero bundled
customers remained, the costs of PCIA-eligible utility-owned generation, including FGC, would be
recovered through California Independent System Operator (CAISO) market revenues and PCIA
rates.?

If the Commission ultimately finds it necessary to develop a methodology to determine FGC,

it should develop that methodology in a non-expedited proceeding in which all IOUs are parties.

23 Id. at 9:1-4.

24 1d. at 9:4-6.

25 Scoping Ruling at 7.

26 Exh. CCA-01 at 10:3-5.
27 Id. at 10:5-9.

28 Id. at 10:9-13.



This is necessary to allow parties sufficient time to develop and analyze proposals, conduct
discovery, and ensure consistency among all three IOUs.

D. The Commission Does Not Need to Require Additional Reporting with Regard to FGC
Scoping Item 2 seeks party feedback as to whether the Commission should require the IOUs
to report shifts in FGC categories more frequently than they already do.?’ This additional reporting
requirement is not necessary at this time, as the IOUs currently include FGC in general rate cases
and ERRA proceedings in which the Commission reviews and approves generation-related costs.>°
Should the Commission determine that additional reporting is necessary at this time, the
Commission could develop a template for the IOUs to periodically report FGC and how they are
recovered from customers.?! This template could include specific categories of information the
Commission deems necessary, and could be submitted annually as part of the ERRA proceedings.>?
If the Commission adopts additional reporting requirements, all IOUs should follow the same
process and utilize the same reporting tools to allow for greater efficiency and more direct
comparison across categories.
II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD EVALUATE THE 10US’ COMMON COST

ALLOCATION PRACTICES IN A NON-EXPEDITED PROCEEDING IN WHICH
ALL IOUS ARE PARTIES

In its (Track 2 PHCS), PG&E proposed a new methodology to allocate its Common Costs.>?

PG&E’s Common Costs are costs related to its procurement activities and include Energy Supply

Administration (ESA) costs, as well as carrying costs related to collateral requirements and

29 Scoping Ruling at 7.

30 Exh. CCA-01 at 11:7-9.

3 d. at 11:11-12.

32 Id. at 11:12-16.

33 PG&E Prehearing Conference Statement at 3-6.



greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions compliance instruments (collateral costs).>* While each IOU
incurs analogous costs, the Commission determined that changes to PG&E’s Common Cost
allocation methodology were outside the scope of this proceeding as PG&E was the only IOU to
suggest a change to the allocation of its Common Costs.>*

Subsequently, however, both PG&E and SDG&E proposed changes to the allocation of their
Common Costs in their respective 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings.** PG&E claimed it was
seeking to align its methodology with SCE, *” and SDG&E claimed it was following PG&E’s lead.>®
But the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) in SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding excluded
Common Cost allocation from the scope of that proceeding.?® As a result, Common Cost allocation
was litigated in parallel in two out of the three IOU’s ERRA Forecast proceedings last year. And
because PG&E’s and SDG&E’s proposals were litigated in ERRA Forecast proceedings, and not in a
rulemaking, the Commission did not have an opportunity to comprehensively compare and contrast
the IOUs’ Common Cost allocation practices.

In its Final Decisions in PG&E and SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings, the
Commission nevertheless attempted to achieve consistency to the greatest degree possible by
approving allocation methodologies that aligned more closely with SCE’s current Common Cost
allocation methodology.*® However, the Commission characterized that outcome as a solution for

“this year’s ERRA,” and reasoned that proposals to refine Common Cost allocation “can be more

4 Id. at 3; see also D.24-12-038 at 30.

35 Scoping Ruling at 6 (“‘We also believe the specific items SDG&E and PG&E raised in their PHC statements, as
discussed above, would be better addressed in separate proceedings, because each utility’s requests raised in their PHC
filings were not directly responses to the August 1, 2023, ALJ rulings, and the issues may not align across utilities”).

36 See Exh. CCA-01 at 8:14-19. Note that PG&E modified its Common Cost Allocation proposal through rebuttal
testimony in an attempt to align more closely with SCE’s methodology.

37 See D.24-12-038 at 31-32.

3 See Exh. CCA-01 at 8:14-19.

3 Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, at 2-3, A.24-05-007, (Aug. 14, 2024).

40 D.24-12-038 at 32, 37; D.24-12-040 at 33-34.



thoroughly examined and any resulting directives can be made applicable to the three major IOUs
uniformly” in a “separate proceeding involving the three major IOUs.”*!

The Commission should therefore revisit this issue in a non-expedited proceeding in which
all IOUs are parties to allow for the time, processes, and direct comparison needed to develop a
long-term solution that can be applied consistently across each utility. Typically, the policymaking
necessary to modify established Commission methodologies does not occur in individual ERRA
Forecast proceedings. This makes sense, as the expedited and individual nature of the typical ERRA
Forecast proceedings provides neither the time nor the opportunity for direct comparison necessary
to establish new methodologies applicable across IOU service territories. A non-expedited
proceeding with all IOUs present will provide the Commission with the opportunity to more

efficiently and thoroughly develop the record on this issue.
III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the CCA Parties respectfully request that the Commission adopt
the recommendations set forth in the Summary of Recommendations above.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Nikhil Vijaykar /s/ Alissa Greenwald

Nikhil Vijaykar Alissa Greenwald

KEYES & FOX LLP Tim Lindl

580 California Street, 12" Floor KEYES & FOX LLP

San Francisco, CA 94104 1580 Lincoln St., Suite 1105

Telephone: (408) 621-3256 Denver, CO 80203

E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com Telephone: (913) 302-5567
E-mail:agreenwald@keyesfox.com

Counsel for the California Community tlindl@keyesfox.com
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Counsel for San Diego Community Power
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Date: February 3, 2025

4 D.24-12-040 at 33-34.
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