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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 Application No. 23-12-014 

 

 
 

JOINT MOTION OF CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION  
AND PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

REGARDING JOINT STIPULATION 
 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), the California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) 

and Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) (CalCCA and PG&E collectively, the Stipulating 

Parties) submit this motion to request that the Commission accept their Joint Stipulation pertaining 

to Phase 2 of this proceeding.2 

I. JOINT STIPULATION 

Over the course of the Phase 1 settlement process in this proceeding, the Stipulating Parties 

discussed issues related to the Settlement Agreement’s proposed stranded cost framework.3 In 

particular, the Stipulating Parties discussed the appropriate venue for addressing the issue of cost 

allocation for any such stranded costs. The Stipulating Parties ultimately reached the following 

 
1  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2  CalCCA has been authorized by PG&E to sign this Joint Motion on behalf of the Stipulating Parties. 
3  A.23-12-014, Joint Motion For Adoption of Phase 1 Settlement Agreement of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company, The Public Advocates Office, The Utility Reform Network, and The Californians for 
Green Nuclear Power, p. 16 (Apr. 1, 2025) (“Joint Motion for Settlement”); see also id., Exhibit 1, p. 7 
(“Settlement Agreement”). 
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Joint Stipulation on this matter: 

PG&E and CalCCA request that the Commission find that cost allocation for any 
stranded costs resulting from a future termination of the Uprate project prior to 
completion of the Uprate project will be addressed as part of Phase 2 of this 
proceeding. 
 

The Stipulating Parties request that the Commission make this finding in either its Phase 1 

Proposed Decision or in a separate ruling in this proceeding. 

This issue logically fits within the scope of Phase 2 of this proceeding. Phase 2 is scoped 

to consider all issues related to PG&E’s cost allocation proposals in this proceeding.4 Therefore, 

considering the issue of how any future stranded costs associated with the Uprate project should 

be allocated alongside the other cost allocation issues in this docket would be the most logical and 

administratively efficient approach.  

Directing parties to address this issue in Phase 2 of this proceeding would also provide 

helpful clarity. While Phase 2 of this proceeding is arguably already scoped broadly enough to 

encompass this issue,5 the Settlement Agreement’s silence on the question of the appropriate 

forum to litigate cost allocation for stranded costs could be interpreted to introduce ambiguity on 

this point. Accepting the Joint Stipulation would eliminate this ambiguity. 

The Stipulating Parties raise this issue now so the Commission may consider this request 

alongside the Joint Motion for Settlement. Comments on the Joint Motion for Settlement were due 

April 21, 2025.6 Given that no comments were filed, it appears that the Joint Motion for Settlement, 

and the proceeding’s Phase 1 issues more generally, are now submitted for the Commission’s 

review and disposition. Looking ahead to Phase 2, and the possibility that the Commission decides 

 
4  A.23-12-014, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, pp. 6-7 (Sept. 27, 2024). 
5  See id., p. 6 (summarizing Phase 2’s high-level focus as follows: “Are PG&E’s cost allocation 
proposals reasonable and consistent with state law, Commission decisions, and best practices?”). 
6  See A.23-12-014, Email Ruling Modifying Schedule and Directing Updates, p. 3 (Mar. 5, 2025). 
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to provide further direction on the scope of Phase 2 in its Proposed Decision on Phase 1, the 

Stipulating Parties file this motion now to bring the Joint Stipulation to the Commission’s attention 

in a timely manner. 

On May 6, 2025, the Stipulating Parties circulated a draft of this motion to the other parties 

to this proceeding requesting that parties share any comments or concerns by 12pm on May 8, 

2025. The Independent Energy Producers Association responded that it had no objection, and to 

date, no other parties have responded to indicate any position on the motion. 

II. CONCLUSION 

The Stipulating Parties respectfully request the Commission accept the Joint Stipulation 

and find that the issue of cost allocation for any stranded costs resulting from a future termination 

of the Uprate project prior to its completion should be addressed as part of Phase 2 of this 

proceeding.  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
       /s/ Julia Kantor 

Julia Kantor 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
580 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (617) 835-5113 
E-mail: jkantor@keyesfox.com  

May 9, 2025 
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