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SECOND JOINT STATEMENT ON THE PROGRESS OF 
SETTLEMENT DISCUSSIONS 

Pursuant to the January 15, 2025, Email Ruling issued by Administrative Law Judge 

(ALJ) Justin Regnier (Ruling), PG&E files this Second Joint Statement on the Progress of 

Settlement Discussions (Joint Statement) on behalf of the Parties to this Proceeding.1  The 

Ruling directed the Parties to meet and confer regarding, and PG&E to prepare, serve and file, a 

Joint Statement that specifies whether each issue and sub-issue has (1) not achieved consensus, 

(2) has achieved consensus in principle, or (3) has achieved consensus and parties have 

stipulated to language resolving the issue at hand.2 The Ruling requires a first joint statement to 

be filed on February 7, 2025, and this second Joint Statement to be filed on February 28, 2025.3  

This second Joint Statement must specify, if applicable, any issue or sub-issue where Parties do 

not believe they will be able to achieve consensus prior to the briefing set for Phase 1 of this 

Proceeding.4 

 
1  The Parties to this Proceeding include the 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, 
Inc. (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.  As of 
the time that PG&E finalized this filing, it had not received a response from CGNP regarding its 
request to review the draft Joint Statement.  Accordingly, the use of the capitalized term “Parties” in 
this filing refers to each of the parties referenced above except for CGNP. 

2  Ruling, p. 4. 
3  Id. 
4  Id. 
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As a result of a series of productive settlement discussions, PG&E, Cal Advocates, and 

TURN (the “Initial Settling Parties”) have reached a settlement in principle to resolve all Phase 1 

issues in this Proceeding.  The remaining parties are continuing to evaluate the settlement, as 

further described below.  Because the Initial Settling Parties are working to prepare and then file 

a motion for adoption of the proposed settlement demonstrating that it is in the public interest, 

the Parties request that the previously scheduled briefing in Phase 1 of this proceeding be taken 

off calendar and that ALJ Regnier adopt the other schedule modifications shown below. 

I. MEETINGS OF THE PARTIES 

In the interest of most efficiently exploring the potential for settlement in this Proceeding, 

PG&E initially met with TURN and Cal Advocates on December 18, January 21, January 27, 

February 5, February 10, and February 12 to discuss settlement concepts that were also 

exchanged by email between these parties.  PG&E also presented an offer of settlement at an all-

Party meet-and-confer held on December 30, with terms consistent to those it had previously 

discussed with TURN and Cal Advocates.  At the conclusion of their February 12 negotiation, 

the Initial Settling Parties reached a settlement in principle of all Phase 1 issues.  On February 

14, the Initial Settling Parties gave notice to the other Parties to this Proceeding pursuant to Rule 

12 that they had reached a settlement in principle and invited all parties to attend a Settlement 

Conference on February 24.   At that Settlement Conference, which was attended by PG&E, Cal 

Advocates, TURN, CalCCA, and IEP, the Initial Settling Parties described the settlement in 

principle and sought feedback from the other Parties.  The Initial Settling Parties are continuing 

to work toward a definitive Settlement Agreement on Phase 1 Issues that incorporates the 

feedback they received at the Settlement Conference. 

II. STATUS OF CONSENSUS ON PROPOSED SETTLEMENT TERMS 

The Initial Settling Parties have achieved consensus in principle regarding the settlement 

of each of the issues and sub-issues scoped into Phase 1 of this Proceeding.  This settlement in 

principle is memorialized in a term sheet that details modifications to relief initially requested by 



3 
 

PG&E, taking into account the positions and testimony of the Initial Settling Parties and the 

public interest.  The Settling Parties are working now to develop a definitive Settlement 

Agreement reflecting this settlement in principle. 

None of the Parties asserts that there remains a need at this time for briefing any issue or 

sub-issue within Phase 1 outside of the expected filing of the settlement in principle. 

III. PROPOSED NEXT STEPS  

The Initial Settling Parties expect to execute a definitive Settlement Agreement 

memorializing the terms of the settlement in principle.  The other parties are evaluating their 

positions on the settlement.  Once the definitive Settlement Agreement is executed, the Initial 

Settling Parties expect to prepare and file a motion for adoption of the settlement pursuant to 

Rule 12. 

In order to allow the Parties and the Commission to focus on the evaluation of the 

settlement, the Parties request that the previously-adopted schedule5 for the remainder of Phase 1 

of the Proceeding be modified as follows: 

Event Current Schedule Proposed Schedule 
Opening Brief (if needed) March 10 N/A – Take Off Calendar 
Reply Brief (if needed) March 28 N/A – Take Off Calendar 
Rule 12.1(a) Motion for 
Adoption of Settlement of 
Phase 1 Issues 

N/A By March 31, 2025 

Rule 12.2 Opening 
Comments on Motion Filed 

N/A Within 30 Days of Motion 

Rule 12.2 Reply Comments 
on Motion Filed 

N/A Within 15 Days of Opening 
Comments 

Proposed Decision on Phase 
1 Issues 

Targeted 2nd quarter of 2025 Targeted 2nd quarter of 2025 

Issuance of Schedule for 
Phase 2 Issues 

N/A Concurrent with Issuance of 
Decision in Phase 1 

 
5  TURN served a Joint Party Proposed Schedule for the remainder of Phase 1 of this 

Proceeding on January 13, 2025.  An ALJ Email Ruling issued on January 15, 2025, adopted 
the Joint Party Proposed Schedule with the addition of two Joint Statements on the Progress 
of Settlement Discussions.  The timing of the Proposed Decision was originally set forth in 
the September 27, 2024 Scoping Memo. 
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Dated:  February 28, 2025 

Respectfully Submitted, 

M. GRADY MATHAI-JACKSON 
DANIEL S. HASHIMI 

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

Law Department, 19th Floor 
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San Francisco, CA  94612 
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E-Mail: Grady.Mathai-Jackson@pge.com 
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