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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

. The Commission! should not, in this proceeding, consider PG&E’s proposal to modify its
settled, Commission-approved methodology for applying banked RECs towards its
Minimum Retained RPS requirement, and should direct PG&E to continue valuing any
banked RECs at the RPS MPB for the Forecast year and crediting the appropriate PCIA
vintage(s) for the transfer;

o The Commission should not, in this proceeding, consider PG&E’s proposal to modify its
RA valuation methodology for PCIA ratemaking purposes, should direct PG&E to
maintain its existing practice with respect to RA valuation, and should direct PG&E to
make its SoD proposal in Track Two of the PCIA OIR;

J The Commission should set the default discovery timelines for all parties to: (1) five
business days prior to the Fall Update; (2) three business days after rebuttal testimony; and
(3) two business days after the Fall Update is filed, with exceptions from those timelines
allowed in the event that PG&E requires more time due to the number or breadth of data
requests;

o The Commission should require PG&E to serve public and confidential workpapers
concurrently with all supplements and updates to testimony;

o The Commission should require from PG&E a clear presentation of modifications between
its Prepared Testimony and any supplemental testimony;

o The Commission should require PG&E to serve public and confidential workpapers
contemporaneously with all testimony supplements and updates over the course of the
proceeding;

o The Commission should categorize this Application as ratesetting;
J The Commission should set PG&E’s Application for hearing; and

o The Commission should set a deadline of November 5 for comments on the Fall Update,
but adopt the remainder of PG&E’s proposed procedural schedule.

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

this Protest.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue
Requirements and Rates Associated with its
2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account Application No. 25-05-011
(ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable (Filed May 15, 2025)
Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas
Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation
(U39E)

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S PROTEST TO
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S APPLICATION

Pursuant to Rule 2.6 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities
Commission (Commission), the California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) hereby
protests the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for Adoption of Electric
Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with its 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account
(ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast
Revenue Return and Reconciliation (U39E) (Application).?

ERRA Forecast applications are expedited, six- and a half-month cases. These proceedings

are intended to establish the utility’s procurement revenue requirements and set rates—including

2 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.

3 Application (A.) 25-05-011, Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Adoption of
Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with its 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account
(ERRA) and Generation non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return
and Reconciliation (U39E) (May 15, 2025).

CalCCA’s Protest 1



the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) rates that both bundled and unbundled
customers pay—before January 1 of the next calendar year. ERRA Forecast proceedings are
accelerated and focused for good reason: they put the utility in a position to timely recover its
prospective procurement costs and protect customers from rate volatility. To achieve those
important goals efficiently, the Commission avoids wrestling with complex policy issues in these
cases—reserving those issues for rulemakings or other proceedings with longer timelines and
participation by a broader set of interested stakeholders. Where parties have attempted to introduce
new policy proposals in ERRA Forecast proceedings, the Commission has regularly reminded
parties that these cases are not the correct venue for those proposals. The scope of ERRA Forecast
proceedings is limited to ensuring the utility complies with the Commission’s existing orders,
rules, or policies.*

Despite these well-understood parameters, in its Application, PG&E introduces two major
policy proposals. First, PG&E proposes to depart from its settled, Commission-approved
methodology for using “banked” Renewable Energy Credits (REC) to meet its Minimum Retained
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirement. Specifically, PG&E proposes to use RECs
towards its bundled customer compliance requirement without crediting the unbundled customers
who originally paid for a portion of those RECs. Second, PG&E proposes a new methodology for
valuing the Resource Adequacy (RA) associated with its Power Charge Indifference Adjustment
(PCIA) -eligible portfolio, claiming that its proposal is necessary to reflect the Commission’s Slice
of Day (SoD) framework for RA compliance. Specifically, PG&E proposes to take RA from

PCIA-eligible battery storage resources that is paid for in part by unbundled customers, and allow

4 See Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy
Resource Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes (Feb. 26,
2025) (PCIA OIR) (“the ERRA process itself is intended to function as an individual electric IOU’s annual
forecast and accounting review, not as a forum for evaluating or setting policy”).
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bundled customers to use that RA for their own compliance for free. These proposals continue
PG&E’s recent concerning pattern of seeking Commission authorization for significant policy
changes to the established PCIA framework via its ERRA Forecast Application. The Commission
has not reviewed or authorized either proposed methodology in any prior order, rule, or policy.
Instead, this is the first time PG&E has made either proposal. PG&E’s proposals are therefore
plainly beyond the scope of this ERRA Forecast proceeding, and the Commission should exclude
these proposals from the list of scoping issues it adopts.

Importantly, earlier this year, the Commission opened a rulemaking focused squarely on
issues related to the PCIA. Track Two of the PCIA OIR offers PG&E and all parties the
opportunity to introduce and evaluate PCIA-related policy proposals like the ones PG&E makes
here. PG&E has not offered any compelling reason for the parties to litigate its RA valuation and
banked REC proposals in this expedited proceeding.® Those very issues are more reasonably
addressed in, and indeed are preliminarily scoped into, the PCIA OIR.

In addition to their procedural deficiencies, PG&E’s proposals share a common substantive
flaw. Both proposals would use attributes of PG&E’s PCIA resources to benefit bundled customers

without appropriately conveying a proportionate share of those benefits to the departed customers

> Indeed, San Diego Gas & Electric Company has not proposed any changes to its RA valuation

practices in its parallel ERRA Forecast proceeding, noting that the Commission has not authorized any
changes to the PCIA RA methodology to reflect the SoD framework. See A.25-05-012, Application of San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E) for Approval of its 2026 Electric Procurement Revenue
Requirement Forecasts, 2026 Electric Sales Forecast, and GHG-Related Forecasts, Prepared Direct
Testimony of Sheri Miller on behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (May 15, 2025), at SM-5.

6 See PCIA OIR at 3 (“The objectives of this proceeding are to consider and identify reasonable
improvements to existing ERRA and PCIA rules, mechanisms, and processes to ensure best practices in
utility forecasting and other procurement plan activities; to identify ways to mitigate and respond to rate
volatility, whether resulting from market conditions or ratemaking constructs; to best ensure indifference
among bundled and departed customers; and to provide policy guidance to ensure that individual utility
forecast ratemaking proceedings function as efficiently and consistently as possible.”), and 24 (listing as
the second issue for consideration in Track Two the need for ERRA-specific implementation guidance for
RA program changes, including those related to the implementation of the SoD framework).
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who pay for those resources. PG&E’s proposals are therefore fundamentally unfair and violate the
indifference principle that is central to the PCIA framework.

With respect to banked RECs, for example, PG&E proposes to use RECs banked in years
prior to 2019 towards its bundled customer Minium Retained RPS requirement. Instead of
crediting the customers (a portion of whom are now unbundled) who originally paid for those
RECs at the RPS Market Price Benchmark (MPB) as required by Decision (D.) 19-10-001,” PG&E
proposes to allow its current bundled customers to use those RECs without any credit to departed
load. That proposal violates D.19-10-001, which requires PG&E to value banked RECs at the MPB
in the year in which it uses those RECs, irrespective of when the REC was banked.® It also fails to
produce a reasonable or fair outcome. That is because the departed customers, who (when they
were still among PG&E’s bundled customers) paid for a portion of the banked RECs PG&E now
seeks to use, are denied a proportionate share of the benefits associated with those RECs. And
again, no Commission decision supports, let alone directs, PG&E’s proposal. In fact, D.24-08-
004—which addresses banked RECs and to which PG&E cites—clarifies that the Commission has
not modified D.19-10-001 to date.” The decision also notes that the Commission may consider the
applicability of D.19-10-001 to pre-2019 banked RECs in a future rulemaking.!°

Similarly, with respect to RA valuation, PG&E proposes to average the hourly discharge
of its PCIA-eligible battery resources (a positive number) and the charging of the batteries (a
negative number), resulting in offsetting positive and negative RA capacity values associated with

those resources. The upshot of this methodology is that it assigns PG&E’s PCIA-eligible battery

! Decision (D.) 19-10-001, Decision Refining the Method to Develop and True Up Market Price
Benchmarks, R.17-06-026 (Oct. 10, 2019).

8 1d. at Attachment B.

? D.24-08-004, Decision Denying Petition for Modification of Decision 23-06-006, R.17-06-026
(Aug. 1, 2024), at 4-5.

10 Id. at 5.
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resources a near-zero capacity value. PG&E’s proposal essentially takes RA from PCIA-eligible
battery storage resources that is paid for in part by unbundled customers and allows bundled
customers to use the RA for their own compliance for free. That result is not only a striking
departure from PG&E’s current approach to RA valuation and fundamentally unfair, but it also
fails to comport with market realities. Batteries are not free. If PG&E had to go to the market to
purchase battery storage RA, it would pay a seller for that RA. No seller would allow PG&E to
offset the purchase price for that RA by the cost to PG&E of charging the battery. And neither
PG&E nor any seller would accept $0 for the capacity value of a battery if they were to sell that
battery into the market. The same logic applies when PG&E uses a battery from its PCIA portfolio
to meet its bundled customers’ compliance obligations. Departed customers pay for those
resources and must receive a corresponding share of the RA capacity benefits from those resources.

Beyond PG&E’s banked REC and RA valuation proposals, which the Commission should
not include in the scope of this proceeding, this case involves several weighty issues requiring the
parties’ and Commission’s attention. CalCCA will investigate, clarify and possibly recommend
modifications and corrections to the following additional proposals, positions, calculations and
issues in PG&E’s Application:

o Whether PG&E’s Indifference Calculation inputs and sources are reasonable and
comply with D.18-10-019'! and D.19-10-001;

o Whether PG&E’s classification and valuation of RA and RPS products in the PCIA
is reasonable and in compliance with prior Commission decisions;

J Whether PG&E correctly values any transactions of Greenhouse Gas-Free (GHG-
Free) large hydroelectric energy; and

o Whether PG&E’s funding set-asides for the Disadvantaged Community Green
Tariff (DAC-GT) program and the Community Solar Green Tariff (CS-GT)

programs are consistent with the budgets requested by the particular CCAs.

H D.18-10-019, Decision Modifying the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Methodology, R.17-
06-026 (Oct. 11, 2018).

CalCCA’s Protest 5



Given the significant and likely contested issues of fact PG&E’s Application raises, CalCCA
requests the Commission set this Application for hearing. Finally, while CalCCA is largely
amenable to PG&E’s proposed procedural schedule, comments on the Fall Update should be due
on November 5 (rather than November 3 as PG&E proposes) to ensure parties are able to devote
sufficient time to thoroughly address PG&E’s Fall Update.

I. CALCCA’S INTEREST

A. CalCCA Represents the Interests of Eleven CCAs That Serve PG&E’s
Delivery Service Customers

CalCCA represents the interests of 24 community choice aggregators (CCA) in California,
including eleven CCAs that serve PG&E’s delivery service customers. Each of those CCAs is
governed by a Board of Directors comprised of elected officials who represent the individual cities
and counties the CCA serves, or an elected City Council. CleanPowerSF is the CCA for the City
and County of San Francisco, which the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission operates. San
José Clean Energy is the City of San José¢’s CCA program, which the San Jos¢ Community Energy
Department administers. While CalCCA’s advocacy frequently benefits both bundled and
unbundled customers, the CCAs are the sole advocates for their customers and their local energy
programs before this Commission.

B. CCAs Are Subject to Several Non-Bypassable Charges, Including the PCIA

CCA customers receive generation services from their local CCA and receive transmission,
distribution, billing, and other services from the IOU. As such, CCA customers must pay the same
electric distribution, transmission, and non-bypassable rates as the IOU’s bundled customers.
However, CCA customers pay CCA-specific generation rates, which vary and are partially
influenced by local mandates to increase electric vehicle use, procure and maintain clean electricity

portfolios that in many cases exceed state requirements for renewable generation, and achieve
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other local goals. CCA and other unbundled customers are also subject to several non-bypassable
charges (NBCs), including the PCIA. As discussed below, the 2026 levels of the PCIA will be
established in this proceeding.

C. CalCCA Has a Real, Direct, Tangible Material and Pecuniary Interest In the
Outcome of this Proceeding

In its Application, PG&E requests the Commission:

1)  Adopt the 2026 ERRA-related revenue requirements listed in its Application
(and as updated in the Fall Update);

2)  Adopt PG&E’s forecast 2026 electric sales (as updated in the Fall Update);

3) Adopt PG&E’s GHG-related revenue forecasts for 2026 (as updated in the
Fall Update);

4)  Approve PG&E’s recorded 2024 administrative and outreach expenses of
$708,000;

5) Approve PG&E’s rate proposals associated with its proposed total electric
procurement-related revenue requirements, including PG&E’s GTSR
proposal, to be effective in rates on January 1, 2026; and

6)  Grant such additional relief as the Commission deems proper.!?

Importantly, PG&E requests the Commission establish the 2026 levels of the PCIA, which, as
described above, both bundled and unbundled customers pay. Moreover, as described above,
PG&E proposes to significantly modify: 1) the manner in which it calculates the capacity value of
certain resources in its portfolio; and 2) the manner in which it calculates the value of banked
RECs it uses towards its Minimum Retained RPS requirement.!? Both of these proposals will
increase the 2026 levels of the PCIA, to the detriment of unbundled customers.

CalCCA seeks to participate in this proceeding in order to protect the interests of the CCAs
it represents and the interests of those CCAs’ customers, in large part because the PCIA represents

a significant component of the overall rates those customers pay. Ensuring the accuracy of the

12 Application at 36-38.
13 1d. at 17.
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PCIA and other charges CCA customers pay, planning for changes to the PCIA, and protecting
customers from the rate shock that can result from those changes are core directives for all CCAs
and essential for any load-serving entity (LSE). CalCCA and its members therefore have a real,
direct, present, tangible and pecuniary interest in this proceeding.

I1. GROUNDS FOR PROTEST

The impact of PG&E’s Application on both departed and bundled customers requires
scrutiny under the applicable legal standards. PG&E, as the applicant, bears the burden of proof in
ERRA Forecast proceedings.'* That burden of proof includes a burden of production, which in
ERRA Forecast proceedings is a “preponderance of the evidence.” !> That means the Commission
should not grant the relief PG&E requests unless a preponderance of the record evidence
demonstrates PG&E has affirmatively satisfied its burden of proof with respect to that request.

CalCCA protests the Application on the grounds PG&E has made certain proposals that
are beyond the scope of this proceeding, and PG&E has fallen short of meeting its burden with
respect to the relief it requests. CalCCA has identified several preliminary issues in the Application
that should prevent adoption of the relief PG&E requests without the Commission’s further
examination. These issues directly impact CalCCA’s interests and are described in more detail

below. With that said, CalCCA is still examining the Application, conducting discovery,'® and

14

D.12-12-030, Decision Mandating Pipeline Safety Implementation Plan, Disallowing Costs,
Allocating Risk of Inefficient Construction Management to Shareholders, and Requiring Ongoing
Improvement in Safety Engineering, R.11-02-019 (Dec. 28, 2012), at 42.

See, e.g., D.18-01-009, Decision Adopting Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2018 Energy
Resource Recovery Account Forecast and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges and Greenhouse Gas
Forecast Revenue and Reconciliation, A.17-06-005 (Jan. 16, 2018), at 9-10; D.15-07-044, Order Modifying
Decision (D.) 12-12-030 and Denying Rehearing, as Modified, R.11-02-019 (July 27, 2015), at 29
(observing that the Commission has discretion to apply either the preponderance of evidence or clear and
convincing standard in a ratesetting proceeding, but noting that the preponderance of evidence is the
“default standard to be used unless a more stringent burden is specified by statute or the Courts.”).

16 As of the date this Protest was filed, CalCCA has submitted over fifty data requests to PG&E to
evaluate the proposals in the Application.
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communicating with PG&E to better understand and analyze the utility’s requests. CalCCA
reserves the right to address and protest additional issues within the scope of this proceeding as
they arise through continued review, analysis, discovery and investigation of all aspects of the
Application and supporting testimony.

A. Issues Beyond the Scope of this Proceeding

1. PG&E Proposes a New Banked REC Application Methodology that
Departs From its Established, Commission-Approved Practice,
Violates D.19-10-001, and Would Harm Customers

a. The Value of RPS-eligible Generation in PG&E’s PCIA-
eligible Resource Portfolio Impacts the Rates that Bundled and
Unbundled Customers Pay

When calculating PCIA rates, the value of RPS-eligible generation is credited against the
cost of RPS-eligible resources in the utility’s PCIA-eligible resource portfolio. RPS-eligible
generation PG&E retains to meet its annual RPS compliance target on behalf of bundled customers
is counted as Retained RPS and valued using the RPS Market Price Benchmark (MPB). Consistent
with Public Utilities Code Section 366.2(g),!” the value of Retained RPS is credited to the PCIA
so that departed load customers receive a proportionate share of the RPS benefits provided by the
PCIA-eligible resources for which they continue to pay. Bundled customers pay for Retained RPS
by including its value in their generation rates; i.e., Retained RPS is debited to ERRA and credited
out of the PCIA. In other words, bundled customers pay unbundled customers for the share of

PG&E’s RPS generation originally procured for unbundled customers, and the price of that

17 See Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g) (requiring unbundled customers receive the value of any

benefits from PCIA-eligible resources “that remain with bundled customers.”). The central benefit of RPS-
eligible PCIA resources is the RECs they generate. As such, when a utility applies RPS-eligible generation
towards bundled customer compliance, section 366.2(g) requires unbundled customers paying the costs of
that generation to receive its corresponding value.
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purchase is the RPS MPB. The quantity and price of Retained RPS, therefore, directly impacts the
rates that bundled and departed customers pay.
b. PG&E Has Consistently Used the RPS MPB in Effect During

the Forecast Year to Value the Banked RECs it Applies
Towards its Minimum Retained RPS Requirement

In D.20-02-047,'8 addressing PG&E’s 2020 ERRA Forecast Application (A.19-06-001),
the Commission established a “Minimum Retained RPS” requirement.!® Per that requirement,
PG&E’s annual RPS compliance targets serve as the minimum quantities for PG&E’s annual
retained RPS volumes as part of the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) true-up.?® In
ERRA Forecast cases, therefore, PG&E must project its RPS position in the Forecast year?' and
assess whether its RPS volumes will be equal to or greater than its applicable annual RPS target.
When PG&E’s projected RPS position exceeds its applicable annual RPS target, no Minimum
Retained RPS entry is necessary. However, when PG&E forecasts a shortfall (i.e., a lower RPS
volume in the Forecast year relative to its RPS target), it must record a Minimum Retained RPS
entry and may use surplus RECs generated and “banked” in prior years to eliminate the shortfall
and meet its requirement.??

PG&E’s RPS volumes have fallen short of its annual RPS targets in several recent years,

in part due to the Voluntary Allocation and Market Offer (VAMO) process directed by D.21-05-

18 D.20-02-047, Decision Adopting Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2020 Energy Resource
Recovery Account Forecast and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas
Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation, A.19-06-001 (Feb. 27, 2020).

" Id. at 13-14.

20 1bid.; see D.19-06-023, Decision Approving Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2025 Energy
Resource Recovery Account Related Forecast Revenue Requirement and 2025 Electric Sales Forecast,
R.18-07-003 (June 27, 2029) (establishing minimum RPS quantities for the 2021-2024 compliance period
and thereafter).

21 See A.25-05-011, PG&E Prepared Testimony at 8-16 to 8-17 (May 15, 2025) (discussing PG&E’s
process for determining its net physical RPS position).

2 Starting in 2011, if a utility retained more RPS generation than was needed for RPS compliance
purposes, the excess RECs were set aside, or banked, for use in a future period.
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030.23 As a result, PG&E has routinely (in 2023, 2024, and 2025) drawn from its REC bank to
meet its Minimum Retained RPS requirement.

When previously banked RECs are needed to meet the minimum Retained RPS for current
bundled customers, it is critical to properly value and account for those banked RECs in the PCIA
so that the cost of bundled customer compliance is not shifted to departed load customers. In 2023,
2024, and 2025, PG&E has consistently valued and accounted for its banked RECs in the correct
manner. When PG&E has drawn from its “bank” to meet its Minimum Retained RPS
requirement—irrespective of whether the banked REC it used was generated and banked before
or after 2019—it has correctly priced the REC transfer at the RPS Adder applicable in the year of
the transfer and credited the corresponding PCIA vintage(s).2* This approach correctly applies
D.19-10-001, which requires all RECs forecasted to be used towards bundled customer compliance
in any given year to be valued at the RPS benchmark and credited to the PCIA.?

The logic underlying PG&E’s settled methodology is sound. The set of bundled customers
who originally paid for the banked RECs (in the year those RECs were generated and originally
retained for bundled customer compliance), and the set of bundled customers who subsequently

use those RECs (when PG&E applies the RECs towards its Minimum Retained RPS requirement)

3 See A.24-02-012, PG&E Prepared Testimony at 12-8 (Feb. 28, 2024) (PG&E 2024 Compliance
Prepared Testimony); see also A.25-02-013, PG&E Prepared Testimony at 12-8 (Feb. 28, 2025) (PG&E
2025 Compliance Prepared Testimony). Note that in each of these cases, PG&E explains that its net physical
RPS position was less than its annual RPS target during the compliance period, and that PG&E therefore
recorded a monthly minimum RPS entry in 2023 and 2024). See also A.24-05-009, PG&E Rebuttal
Testimony at 17 (May 15, 2024) (forecasting a REC shortfall).

# See PG&E 2024 Prepared Testimony at 12-8 (stating “The Minimum RPS units are valued at the
[2023] market price benchmark™); PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 12-8 (stating that PG&E would
record an entry at the 2024 RPS Adder to meet its net short RPS position); D.24-12-038, Decision
Approving Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2025 Energy Resource Recovery Account Related Forecast
Revenue Requirement and 2025 Electric Sales Forecast, A.24-05-009 (Dec. 19, 2024), at 16-17 (noting
that PG&E anticipated using RECs generated and banked in 2018, and possibly in 2020, to meet its forecast
REC shortfall in 2025, and would value any 2018 and 2020 banked RECs that it used in 2025 at the 2025
RPS Adder).

= See D.19-10-001 at Attachment B.
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are not the same set of customers. That is because a portion of the former set of bundled
customers 1s now departed load. Thus, to ensure fairness and indifference, the original customers
must be credited for the banked REC transfer while the current customers are charged for that
transfer (at the RPS Adder). They must be paid today’s market value for the RECs bundled
customers will use today. The Commission has, on multiple occasions, approved PG&E’s banked
REC methodology.?8

The Table?’ below describes the banked REC volumes PG&E has used in prior years,
including the years in which those banked RECs were generated and used, respectively.

PG&E’s Use of Banked RECs in Prior Years

ERRA Test Year
2023 2024
Banked RECs Needed for Minimum RPS 3,997,503 5,745,659
Value Applied to Banked RECs 2023 RPS Adder 2024 RPS Adder | 2025 RPS Adder |

Banked REC Year Used

2018 (3,020,978)
2019
2020
2021 (3,211,076) (2,188,656)
2022 (786,427) (536,025)
2023
2024
2025

Banked RECS Used (3,997,503) (5,745,659

26 See D.22-12-044, Decision Adopting the Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with

the 2023 Energy Resource Recovery Account and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and
Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation and the 2023 Electric Sales Forecast for
Pacific Gas and Electric Company, A.22-05-029 (Dec. 15, 2022), at OP 1; D.23-12-022, Decision Adopting
the Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with the 2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account
and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and
Reconciliation and the 2024 Electric Sales Forecast for Pacific Gas and Electric Company as Well as the
Resolution of the 2023 Trigger Application for an Undercollection of the Energy Resource Recovery
Account, A.23-05-012, and A.23-07-012 (Dec. 14, 2023), at OP 1, and D.24-12-038, at COL 1 (approving
PG&E’s banked REC application methodology for the purposes of its 2023, 2024 and 2025 ERRA
Forecasts).

2 PG&E Workpaper 08. ERRA 2026 Forecast WP _PGE 20250515 Tables 8-2 8-3 8-4 CONF,
tab 'Applied Historical'.
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c. PG&E Proposes to Depart from Its Commission-Approved
Banked REC Application Methodology and Apply a New
Methodology that Violates D.19-10-001

In 2026, like in 2023, 2024, and 2025, PG&E forecasts a short RPS position and expects
to use banked RECs in order to meet its Minimum Retained RPS requirement.?® PG&E proposes
to first use RECs generated banked in and after 2019 (post-2019 banked RECs) towards its
Minimum Retained RPS requirement.?® Once those banked RECs are exhausted, and to the extent
a shortfall persists (which PG&E anticipates it will), PG&E proposes to then use RECs generated
and banked before January 1, 2019 (pre-2019 Banked RECs) to meet its Minimum Retained RPS
requirement.’® This approach—starting with applying post-2019 banked RECs before applying
pre-2019 banked RECs—is consistent with D.23-12-022.3!

PG&E departs from its Commission-approved methodology, however, when it invents a
distinction between the ratemaking treatment that must be applied to pre-2019 versus post-2019
banked RECs. PG&E proposes to continue applying the applicable current RPS adder to credit
customers based on their PCIA vintage only when using post-2019 banked RECs.>’> When using
pre-2019 banked RECs, PG&E effectively proposes to assign no value to the banked REC transfer.
PG&E will make offsetting debit and credit entries in the 2026 PCIA vintage, but will not credit
the departed customers who originally paid for the RECs PG&E now seeks to use towards bundled
customer compliance.?® That is, PG&E proposes not to pay unbundled customers for the RECs

bundled customers will use.

28 See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 8-19.

2 Ibid.

30 Ibid.

3 See D.23-12-022 at 17.

32 See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 8-19.
3 Ibid.
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PG&E’s proposal violates D.19-10-001, which requires all RECs forecasted to be used
towards bundled customer compliance in any given year to be valued at the RPS benchmark and
credited to the PCIA.3* That requirement applies to all Forecast Retained RPS. Decision 19-10-
001 does not draw any distinction between the treatment of pre-2019 and post-2019 banked RECs.
In other words, irrespective of when a REC was generated, and irrespective of whether any
customer previously paid for that REC, D.19-10-001 requires that REC be valued at the
benchmark. That outcome is consistent with Public Utilities Code section 366.2(g), which requires
unbundled customers receive “the value of any benefits that remain with bundled service
customers.”?

PG&E argues that D.19-10-001 defines applicable RECs as “RECs generated commencing

236

January 1, 2019, and going forward>° and excludes pre-2019 banked RECs “from receiving any
additional ratemaking treatment associated with bundled RPS compliance.”’” PG&E is incorrect
and misapplies D.19-10-001. Nothing in D.19-10-001 (or any other Commission decision)
establishes a January 1, 2019 “effective date” with respect to the valuation of banked RECs used
to meet the utility’s Minimum Retained RPS requirement.

The January 1, 2019 “effective date” in D.19-10-001 arises in the context of a wholly
separate issue: the valuation of Unsold RPS. In D.19-10-001, the Commission departed from its
prior practice of requiring the valuation of all RECs in the year they are generated, and assigned

Unsold RPS zero value for PCIA ratemaking purposes (until they are used for bundled customer

compliance), provided those RECs were generated after December 31, 2018.38 PG&E’s proposal

34 See D.19-10-001 at Attachment B.

33 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g).

36 See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 8-18 (citing D.19-10-001, Finding of Fact 8).
37 See id. at 8-18 to 8-19.

38 See D.19-10-001 at 35; OP 3b.
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to lift this effective date from the valuation of Unsold RPS and apply it to the valuation of banked
RECs has no basis in D.19-10-001, or any other Commission decision.
d. Valuing Banked RECs At the RPS MPB in the Year the
Banked RECs are Used Towards Bundled Customer
Compliance and Crediting the PCIA is Not Only Consistent

with State Law and Commission Precedent but Also Produces
a Fair Outcome

Under PG&E’s current methodology, departed customers receive credit for the value of
RECs counted as Retained RPS on behalf of current bundled customers, leaving the departed
customers indifferent relative to current bundled customers. Bundled customers that only paid a
portion of the cost of the RECs in a prior year pay the rest of the cost of those RECs when they are
needed for compliance. Departed customers that paid the other portion of the cost of the same
RECs (when they were bundled customers) are paid back.

This equation bears repeating. For example, banked RECs from 2018 were paid for by
customers who were bundled in 2018. But many of those customers have since departed PG&E’s
bundled service. Those now-departed, previously-bundled customers should not be required to
subsidize the cost of PG&E’s RPS compliance on behalf of today’s bundled customers. It is
fundamentally unfair for PG&E to use RECs that were paid for by now-departed customers
without crediting those customers.

A hypothetical example helps illustrate this point. Assume Alice, John, and Darcie buy six
apples together, with each of them paying one third the cost of the apples. A week later, Darcie
and John promise to bake a pie for a vendor at the farmers market and use all six of the apples to
bake the pie. Darcie and John provide the pie to the vendor to meet their obligation, who pays them
for their pie. However, Darcie and John refuse to give Alice any of the proceeds from the vendor.
Clearly, the fairest result here is that Darcie and John should pay Alice back for the value of the

apples Alice paid for (one third the cost of the six apples). Under PG&E’s proposed modification

CalCCA’s Protest 15



to its banked REC application methodology, Darcie and John can simply walk away with Alice’s
contribution to the value of the pie without paying her back. That result is clearly unfair.
e. PG&E’s Proposal is Beyond the Scope of this ERRA Forecast
Proceeding as it Modifies a Methodology Approved in Multiple

Commission Decisions and Does Not Implement a
Commission-Approved Methodology

As PG&E and the other utilities have reminded stakeholders time and again, the purpose
of ERRA Forecast dockets is to assure timely recovery of the utilities’ actual electric procurement
costs, as required by Public Utilities Code Section 454.5(d)(3), among other Commission
decision-mandated tasks. The approval of program costs, the appropriate rate mechanisms to
recover those costs, and the allocation of those costs among different customer groups is pre-
determined via authorizing Commission decisions in other proceedings including the utility’s
general rate case. The scope of ERRA Forecast proceedings is limited to evaluating the IOUs’
compliance with prior Commission orders, rules or policies.*”

The Commission has largely forbidden policymaking in ERRA Forecast cases unless a
prior Commission decision has ordered such policymaking.*® For example, the Scoping Memo in
A.24-05-009 (PG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast application) rejected the inclusion of PG&E’s
proposal to artificially cap the System Resource Adequacy (RA) Market Price Benchmark in the
scope of the proceeding, stating:

The Commission acknowledges that the RA MPB Issue may merit
additional consideration in a rulemaking. Nonetheless, we are
persuaded by CalCCA and DACC that this proceeding is the
incorrect venue to address these issues, given the clear direction in

prior decisions regarding the ratemaking calculation methodologies
that shall be applied in ERRA forecast applications, and given the

39 See, e.g., A.13-05-015, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 4 (Sept. 12, 2013).
40 See, e.g., D.18-01-009 at 10 (finding that policy issues are properly addressed in other dockets);
see also id. at 14, COL 2 and OP 2 (denying PG&E’s request to modify its line loss calculation).
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expedited schedule and record development needed to reach
resolutions for these matters.*!

Similarly, A.17-06-005 (PG&E’s 2018 ERRA Forecast application) rejected the inclusion of
certain CCA-proposed changes to the PCIA ratemaking methodology, stating:

The CCA parties are proposing changes to existing methods of
calculation, and do not allege non-compliance with Commission
rules, decisions, and resolutions on the part of PG&E. Such
proposals should be addressed in proceedings with input from other
investor-owned utilities and interested parties.*?

Fairness requires the Commission similarly prohibit consideration of PG&E’s new banked REC
application methodology in this proceeding. Notably, as the Scoping Memo in PG&E’s 2025
ERRA Forecast application noted in the context of PG&E’s policymaking proposal in that case,
multiple prior Commission decisions give PG&E clear direction with respect to the banked REC
application methodology that must be applied in ERRA Forecast proceedings:

e D.19-10-001 requires all RECs forecasted to be used towards bundled customer
compliance in any given year be valued at the RPS benchmark applicable in that year, and
credited to the PCIA.*

e D.22-12-044 and D.23-12-022 approved PG&E’s practice of valuing banked REC
transfers at the RPS benchmark applicable in the Forecast year, including pre-2019 banked
RECs.#

e D.23-06-006 confirmed the ratemaking treatment of banked RECs established in D.19-10-
001.%

And, contrary to PG&E’s argument, nothing in D.24-08-004 (resolving Southern California

Edison’s petition for modification of D.23-06-006) modified PG&E’s banked REC application

4 A.24-05-009, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling at 3 (Aug. 1, 2024) (citations
omitted).

42 A.17-06-005, Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner at 3-4 (Aug. 24, 2017).

3 See D.19-10-001 at Attachment B.

44 See D.22-12-044 at OP 1; D.23-12-022 at OP 1.

4 See D.23-06-006, Decision Addressing Greenhouse Gas-Free Resources, Long-Term Renewable
Transactions, Energy Index Calculations, and Energy Service Providers’ Data Access, R.17-06-026 (June
8,2023), at 44.
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methodology approved in D.23-12-022.4¢ In fact, that decision confirms that nothing in D.23-06-
006 modifies D.19-10-001, and declines to conclude (as SCE had requested) that the ratemaking
treatment prescribed by D.19-10-001 applies only to banked RECs generated in or after 2019.%
Moreover, D.24-08-004 expressly states that parties’ perspectives on the applicability of D.19-10-
001 to RECs generated and banked before 2019 were not fully evaluated in that Decision, and
noted that the Commission “may consider the issue in a future rulemaking.”*?

PG&E may wish the Commission had adopted SCE’s proposed approach to the valuation
of pre-2019 banked RECs in D.24-08-004, but the Decision does not do so. On the contrary, it
expressly maintains that D.19-10-001 continues to control this issue, just as it has controlled in
prior years when PG&E applied the RPS MPB to credit the PCIA for the transfer of both pre- and
post-2019 banked RECs. In short, controlling Commission precedent (D.19-10-001) has not been
modified. Therefore, PG&E’s proposal to implement a new banked REC application methodology
is plainly beyond the scope of this ERRA Forecast proceeding (which, again, is limited to applying
existing Commission decisions, not creating new policy).

Further, as the IOUs have argued previously, dockets like rulemakings and consolidated
applications apply to all California utilities and are noticed to, and generally include as parties, a
broader set of stakeholders.*® Proposals to change PG&E’s settled banked REC application
methodology, therefore, can and should be raised in those types of dockets, such that all interested

parties have an opportunity to evaluate and respond to those proposals. It is unlikely all parties

with an interest in PG&E’s banked REC application methodology have notice of it being raised

46 See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 8-19.

4 See D.24-08-004 at 5.

“ Ibid.

49 A.18-06-001, PG&E Reply to Protests and Responses at 2-3 (Jul. 16, 2018) (addressing
rulemakings).
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here. In contrast, should the Commission consider the applicability of D.19-10-001 to pre-2019
RECs in a rulemaking (which D.24-08-004 suggests it might), a far broader set of parties would
have a meaningful opportunity to weigh in.

PG&E itself has represented to the Commission the narrow and ministerial scope of ERRA
Forecast applications—and how narrow it should be going forward. In Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-
026, the Commission sought input into a change in the schedule for the ERRA Forecast
proceedings that would replace the November Update with an October Update.>® CalCCA argued
this change should be accompanied by a corresponding change to the filing date of the IOUSs’
ERRA Forecast applications in order to largely maintain the same pre-Update timeline for parties
to understand and develop a robust record.® PG&E disagreed, arguing ERRA Forecast
proceedings do not include the type of policymaking that require substantial record development:
“The existing schedule (i.e., from June 1st to early November) is more than sufficient to litigate
what are mostly routine and non-controversial non-Update-related aspects of the Joint Utilities’
ERRA Forecast proceedings.” 32 PG&E also stated it agreed with comments from another party
that the ERRA Forecast proceedings “by design” should consist of “perfunctory updates.”? It also
observed that complications surrounding the Fall (at the time, November) Update were likely
indicative of “growing pains” associated with the new PCIA methodology and not indicative of

what it called “routine review of the ERRA Forecast applications.”** PG&E also agreed that future

30 R.17-06-026, E-Mail Ruling Requesting Comments on ERRA Timing Proposal at 5 (May 20, 2021).
o R.17-06-026, California Community Choice Association’s Comments in Response to Staff’s ERRA
Timing Proposal at 4-12 (June 15, 2021).

32 R.17-06-026, The Joint Utilities’ Opening Comments on Proposed Decision Resolving Phase 2
Issues Related to Energy Resources Recovery Account Proceedings at 6 (Jan. 6, 2022) (emphasis added).
33 R.17-06-026, Reply of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) to Administrative Law
Judge’s Ruling Requesting Comments on the Market Price Benchmark Issue Date at 5 (Sept. 22, 2021)
(emphasis added).

>4 Id. (emphasis added).
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ERRAs, including this 2025 ERRA Forecast, should “be more routine than have been experienced
in the past two or three years.”>> PG&E should not be allowed to now distance itself from its own
prior statements to push through approval of a massive change to the PCIA ratemaking framework
through what PG&E itself describes as a “routine” and expedited proceeding.

Importantly, there is simply no room to consider a new banked REC application
methodology in a six-and-a-half-month proceeding. Stakeholders lack sufficient time and
resources to track down all of the answers to the thorny legal, policy and ratemaking questions that
PG&E’s proposal implicates. CalCCA has endeavored since PG&E filed its Application to find a
way to evaluate the details of PG&E’s proposal in time for intervenor testimony (including by
issuing over fifty discovery requests to date). However, CalCCA is unlikely to be able to
thoroughly examine PG&E’s proposal within the brief timeframes required for this proceeding. It
is therefore neither reasonable nor practical for PG&E’s banked REC application proposal to enter
the scope of this proceeding. Accordingly, the Commission should exclude it from scope.

To the extent PG&E wishes to propose its new banked REC application methodology in a
separate proceeding, it should raise that methodology in the PCIA OIR. There, parties have raised
the issue of the application and valuation of banked RECs.>® PG&E will have the opportunity to
raise its banked REC proposal for consideration in Track Two of that OIR. That proceeding gives
the Commission a better forum to develop a record on PG&E’s proposal, resolve legal questions
that affect all three IOUs (such as, for example, the correct interpretation of D.19-10-001 and D.24-

08-004) and achieve consistency across all three IOUs’ banked REC application practices.

> 1d.
36 R.25-02-005, California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on The Order
Instituting Rulemaking and Energy Division Staff Report at 35 (Mar. 18, 2025).
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f. The Commission

Not only is PG&E’s proposal to use pre-2019 banked RECs without crediting the now-

departed customers who paid for those RECs contrary to Commission precedent, fundamentally

unfair, and beyond the scope of this proceeding, it is also

g

Q
kﬁ

i

proposes to use those volumes only after it exhausts all banked RECs (including pre-2019 banked
RECs),”” but it does not justify its baseless distinction between Unsold RPS and banked RECs, nor
can it point to any Commission decision requiring PG&E to use banked RECs before using Unsold

RPS. PG&E forecasts a -MWh Minimum Retained RPS Entry in 2026,%® and has a total

of 3,758,559 MWh of Unsold RPS across 2023 and 2024: ||| | NG

2. PG&E’s Proposal to Change its Calculation of the RA Value of its
PCIA-Eligible Portfolio is Conceptually Flawed, Biased in Favor of
Bundled Customers, and Beyond the Scope of This Proceeding

a. PG&E Proposes to Modify the Manner in Which it Calculates
its PCIA Portfolio’s Capacity Value to Reflect the
Implementation of the SoD Framework

The Commission’s RA program, created in 2004, requires that each load serving entity

(LSE) maintain physical generating capacity and electrical demand response to meet its respective

37 PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 8-19.
o8 Id. at Table 8-4.
59 Id. at Table 8-2.
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load requirements on an annal basis.®® That program underwent changes in 2022, when the
Commission established a new SoD framework for the RA program.®! Under the SoD framework,
each LSE must show sufficient capacity to meet 24 separate hourly RA requirements across each
month of the year. The new SoD RA compliance requirements became fully operational on January
1,2025.

In this proceeding, PG&E proposes to change the way it calculates the capacity value of
certain resources in its PCIA-eligible portfolio to account for the implementation of the
Commission’s SoD RA compliance program (i.e., a methodology to translate SoD volumes into
single monthly values that are needed to integrate with the currently established PCIA and related
cost recovery revenue requirement calculations). While the details of PG&E’s convoluted proposal

are complex, at a high level, PG&E proposes to:

1. Calculate its RA open position before factoring in energy storage;

2. Generate a charge/discharge profile for its aggregate energy storage supply
that spans the 24 hourly slices;

3. Add the resulting charge and discharge hourly profile to the initial open
position developed in step 1 to generate a storage-adjusted open position;
and

4. Account for estimated unsold RA capacity from the storage-adjusted open

position for hours projected to have excess supply.®?

PG&E then proposes to translate the resulting 24-hour SoD positions in each month into single
monthly positions by simply averaging the hourly generation profile of each resource, applying
hourly weighting factors from the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) hourly system load

forecast.®?

60 Id. at 4-10.

ol D.22-06-050, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2023-2025, Flexible Capacity
Obligations for 2023, R.21-11-002 (Jun. 24, 2022).

62 See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 5-11 to 5-12.

o3 Id. at 5-12.
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PG&E’s proposal raises at least two concerns. First, as PG&E acknowledges in its
Application, changes to the valuation of RA for PCIA ratemaking purposes resulting from the
implementation of the SoD framework may soon be considered in the new PCIA OIR.%* Indeed,
these policy proposals should be made and considered in the PCIA OIR, and not in this expedited
ERRA Forecast proceeding, the purpose of which is to establish procurement revenue
requirements for 2026 ratesetting by implementing existing Commission decisions. Whereas
PG&E’s current approach to RA valuation—which relies on the “Net Qualifying Capacity” (NQC)
of the resources in its electric supply portfolio—is based on over a decade of Commission
precedent, no prior Commission decision, rule or policy directs PG&E to implement the RA
valuation methodology it proposes here.

Second, PG&E’s proposal is fundamentally flawed because it implies that storage
resources are free, which they are not. To the extent the Commission considers PG&E’s proposal
in this proceeding (which it should not), the Commission should not permit PG&E to implement
a methodology that does not comport with market realities and produces the absurd result of a
near-zero RA capacity value for its PCIA-eligible battery resources.

b. PG&E’s RA Valuation Proposal Should Be Excluded from the

Scope of this Proceeding and Addressed in Track Two of the PCIA
OIR

As this Protest explains at length above, the scope of ERRA Forecast proceedings is limited
to evaluating the IOU’s compliance with prior Commission orders, rules or policies. These
proceedings are neither an appropriate nor practical forum for policymaking. Like its proposal to

implement a new banked REC application methodology, PG&E’s RA valuation proposal is an

64

See Application at 26.
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example of the kind of policymaking that is well-beyond the scope of an ERRA Forecast
proceeding.

PG&E’s current approach to RA valuation is based on the NQC of the resources in its
electric supply portfolio. The Commission authorized an NQC-based approach over a decade
ago.% The Commission then affirmed the use of NQC in D.18-10-019, in which it noted that the
value of utilities” capacity resources should be determined by accounting for resource NQC.¢ The
Commission further affirmed the use of NQC in D.19-10-001—in which the Commission ruled
that the utilities’ Forecast Retained RA must be based on the final NQCs of the IOUs’ PCIA-
eligible generation resource portfolio.®” In stark contrast with the settled RA valuation approach
directed by these Commission decisions, no prior Commission decision, rule or policy directs
PG&E to implement the novel RA valuation approach it proposes here. The Commission should
therefore exclude PG&E’s proposal from the scope of this proceeding.

Proposals to revise the PCIA methodology to reflect SoD can and should be made in the
PCIA OIR (R.25-02-005). The preliminary scope of Track Two of the PCIA OIR specifically
includes the following issue: “Consideration of the need for ERRA-specific implementation
guidance for RA program changes, including those related to the implementation of the Slice of
Day framework, as was raised in the 2025 ERRA forecast.”®® There is simply no reason for the
Commission to consider an SoD RA valuation proposal in this expedited ERRA Forecast
proceeding when it is likely to consider this very issue in the near future in the PCIA OIR.

The benefits of considering SoD RA valuation methodologies in the PCIA OIR, rather than

in the IOUs” ERRA Forecast proceedings, are two-fold. First, the Commission can more efficiently

63 See D.11-12-018, Decision Adopting Direct Access Reforms, R.07-05-025 (Dec. 1,2011), at OP 8.
66 See D.18-10-019 at OP 1, OP 2, COL 4, Appendix 1.

o7 See D.19-10-001 at OP 2, Attachment B, Table II.

68 See PCIA OIR at 24.
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achieve consistency across IOUs via a rulemaking. There is no reason for each IOU to modify its
PCIA methodology in different manners to reflect the SoD RA compliance framework. The
simplest way for the Commission to ensure consistent practices will be to adopt the same RA
valuation methodology for all three IOUs, and the easiest way to ensure it adopts the same
methodology for all three IOUs is to consider the issue in a proceeding in which all three IOUs are
parties (i.e., the PCIA OIR).

Second, a rulemaking affords the Commission the time to consider this issue holistically
and assess potential changes to both components of the RA valuation equation: quantity and price,
to reflect the new SoD framework in a manner that is fair and ensures indifference. Addressing
either component (quantity or price) in a vacuum is suboptimal and could lead to distorted
calculations of the value of the IOU’s PCIA-eligible portfolio. PG&E’s proposal in this
proceeding, for instance, addresses only the quantity side of the equation. A holistic examination
would evaluate changes to quantity and price components in tandem.

Moreover, PG&E has not presented any compelling need for the Commission to address
the SoD framework in this proceeding rather than addressing it in the PCIA OIR. On this point,
SDG&E’s approach to the same issue is instructive. SDG&E does not propose any change to its
RA valuation practices in its pending, parallel 2026 ERRA Forecast proceeding. In testimony,
SDG&E witness Miller observes:

D.22-06-050 adopted a 24-hour slice of day (“SOD”) approach to
RA program requirements. At the time of this May filing, no
changes to the PCIA RA methodology for SOD have been approved
by the Commission. SDG&E is therefore making no such changes

to the PCIA methodology for RA in this filing, and the methodology
is consistent with prior years’ filings.®

69 A.25-05-012, Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E) for Approval of its
2026 Electric Procurement Revenue Requirement Forecasts, 2026 Electric Sales Forecast, and GHG-
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SDG&E witness Miller is correct. The Commission has not issued any decision, rule or policy
making changes to the PCIA RA methodology to reflect the SoD RA compliance framework
(although it is likely to do so in the near-term in the PCIA OIR). PG&E’s proposal is therefore
premature and misplaced. Allowing that policy proposal to enter the scope of this proceeding
would needlessly require parties to spend significant resources in an already-compressed
proceeding, evaluating and addressing a proposal which will almost certainly be displaced when
the Commission takes this issue up in a separate proceeding.

Finally, CalCCA acknowledges the Commission adopted an interim SoD RA valuation
methodology for Southern California Edison Company (SCE) in D.24-12-039 (resolving SCE’s
2025 ERRA Forecast case).”’ Putting aside the question of whether that methodology was properly
included in the scope of SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding,”! SCE made its proposal at a
time when the Commission did not have any other obvious proceeding in which to consider
revisions to the PCIA RA valuation methodology. Therefore, while it adopted SCE’s interim SoD
RA valuation proposal, D.24-12-039 specifically did so for the limited purpose of SCE’s 2025
ERRA Forecast. The Commission acknowledged that “[t]he issues of whether hourly RA MPB
prices are needed and how to achieve proper accounting for storage and hybrid resources under
SOD are both ripe for consideration in a rulemaking proceeding.””? Since that Decision was issued,
the Commission has initiated the very rulemaking that D.24-12-039 contemplates (i.e., the PCIA
OIR), and as such, the circumstances that existed when SCE made its interim SOD RA valuation

proposal no longer exist. Therefore, again, there is simply no reason for the Commission to

Related Forecasts, Prepared Direct Testimony of Sheri Miller on behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric
Company at SM-5 (May 15, 2025).

70 See D.24-12-039, Decision Approving Southern California Edison Company’s 2025 Energy
Resource Recovery Account-Related Forecast Revenue Requirement, A.24-05-007 (Dec. 19, 2024), at 75.
n CalCCA objected to the inclusion of SCE’s interim SOD RA valuation proposal in A.24-05-007.
72 See D.24-12-039 at 75.
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consider a separate, interim SOD RA valuation proposal in this proceeding—including one that
diverges significantly from SCE’s interim methodology—when it is likely to consider this very
issue in the near future in a pending rulemaking.

c. PG&E'’s Proposal Produces the Absurd Result of a Near-Zero
RA Capacity Value for its PCIA-Eligible Battery Resources

Putting aside the procedural deficiencies with PG&E’s proposal, one fundamental,
substantive flaw is the treatment of the capacity that PG&E’s PCIA-eligible battery storage
resources contribute towards bundled customer compliance. Under PG&E’s proposed
methodology, an algorithm allocates PG&E’s available battery storage RA charging and
discharging capacity across all 24 hours of every month in a manner that seeks to minimize
PG&E’s SoD RA open position across all hours.”> When translating the hourly generation profiles
to a monthly average for the PCIA, PG&E averages the discharge of PG&E’s battery resources (a
positive number) and the charging of the batteries (a negative number), resulting in offsetting
positive and negative RA capacity values associated with those resources. The upshot of this
approach for PG&E is that it assigns PG&E’s PCIA-eligible battery resources a near-zero capacity
value, because it offsets PG&E’s discharge of battery resources during the hours in which it has
an open RA position by the charging of those resources during other periods. PG&E carries this
near zero capacity over into the PCIA template where the RA MPB is multiplied by RA quantity
to determine the dollar value bundled customers will be required to pay to retain the RA for
compliance purposes. PG&E’s proposal essentially takes RA from PCIA-eligible battery storage
resources that is paid for in part by unbundled customers and allows bundled customers to use the

RA for their own compliance for free.

& See PG&E 2025 Prepared Testimony at 5-9.
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PG&E’s approach, and the result it produces, does not comport with market realities or
even basic logic. If PG&E had to go to the market to purchase battery storage RA, it would pay a
seller for that RA. No seller would allow PG&E to offset the purchase price for that RA by the
cost to PG&E of charging the battery and receive the RA for free. PG&E should not be permitted
to value the RA it retains for bundled customer compliance in a manner that implies that batteries
are free simply because it must use its excess PCIA portfolio to charge its batteries. In this context,
PG&E’s batteries provide a capacity product, not an energy product, and thus, discounting their
discharge value by the cost of charging is illogical. Put another way, unlike other generation
resources, the value of batteries is their ability to shift load (charge at one time, and discharge at a
different time) and thereby make capacity available when needed. That means PG&E should
therefore pay for RA when both charging and discharging batteries—not offset the value of battery
discharge by its hourly charging. If PG&E were to meet its RA needs for certain hours with any
other supply resource (for example, a baseload resource), it would pay for that resource and value
it in the PCIA. PG&E would have no opportunity to offset the value it received during those hours
with costs from other hours. There is no reason why batteries should be treated any differently. To
the extent the Commission includes PG&E’s proposal in the scope of this proceeding, which it
should not, CalCCA will continue to examine that proposal via discovery and further address the
merits of PG&E’s proposal via testimony and briefing.

B. Issues Within the Scope of this Proceeding

CalCCA hopes to work with PG&E over the course of this proceeding to review PG&E’s
workpapers and better understand, investigate, and potentially submit testimony regarding various
in-scope components of the Application, including but not limited to:

o Whether PG&E’s Indifference Calculation inputs and sources are appropriate and
comply with D.18-10-019 and D.19-10-001;
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o Whether PG&E’s classification and valuation of RA and RPS products in the PCIA
is reasonable and in compliance with prior Commission decisions;

o Whether PG&E correctly values any transactions of GHG-Free large hydroelectric
energy; and

o Whether PG&E’s funding set-asides for the DAC-GT program and the CS-GT
programs are consistent with the budgets requested by the particular CCAs.

CalCCA is still examining the Application and reserves the right to address and protest additional
issues in the course of this proceeding as they arise through further review, analysis, discovery and

investigation of all aspects of the Application.

III. CATEGORIZATION OF PROCEEDING, NEED FOR HEARINGS, SCOPE OF
ISSUES, AND PROPOSED PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

A. CalCCA Agrees this Proceeding Should Be Categorized as “Ratesetting”

PG&E proposes to categorize this proceeding as a ratesetting proceeding within the
meaning of Rule 1.3(g) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure.” CalCCA agrees
with the categorization of this proceeding as ratesetting.

B. CalCCA Believes Hearings May Be Necessary

PG&E states the need for hearings in this proceeding and the issues to be considered in
hearings will depend on the degree to which other parties contest PG&E’s requests.’”> As this
Protest makes plain, CalCCA contests several of PG&E’s requests, and may contest additional
requests as it continues to review PG&E’s Application. While CalCCA will pursue settlement and
record stipulations to the extent feasible, PG&E’s proposed procedural schedule appropriately
assumes hearings may be necessary. The Commission should reserve a date for an evidentiary

hearing to address unresolved issues of fact.

74

See Application at 30.
» See id. at 30.
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C. The Commission Should Not Consider PG&E’s RA Valuation or Banked REC
Proposals Proposal in the Scope of this Proceeding

As CalCCA describes at length above, PG&E’s proposal to depart from its established,
Commission-approved methodology when applying banked RECs towards its Minimum Retained
RPS requirement, as well as its proposal to slash the RA value of its storage resources for PCIA
ratemaking purposes, are beyond the scope of this proceeding. Both proposals require the type of
policymaking the Commission prohibits in ERRA Forecast proceedings, and at minimum merit
record development in a non-expedited proceeding. PG&E should make those proposals in Track
Two of the PCIA OIR or other consolidated application proceedings in which a broader set of
stakeholders can review the proposals and in which the Commission can ensure a consistent
approach across all three IOUs. The Commission should not consider either proposal in this
proceeding.

CalCCA does not object to the remainder of PG&E’s proposed scoping issues, and lists
those issues below for clarity:

1. Should the Commission adopt PG&E’s request to approve 2026 ERRA Forecast
revenue requirements for 2026 ratesetting purposes, all as initially forecast in PG&E’s
Application and as may be updated through the course of this proceeding , including
(a) disposition of PG&E’s forecast December 31, 2025 year-end balancing account

balances, subject to adjustments for recorded balances through the AET process, and
(b) disposition of recorded VAMOMA balances?

2. Should the Commission adopt PG&E’s 2026 electric sales forecast?

Should the Commission adopt the GHG-related forecasts for 2026 described in the
Application?

4. Were PG&E’s recorded 2024 administrative and outreach expenses of $708,000
reasonable?

5. Should the Commission approve PG&E’s rate proposals associated with its proposed
total electric procurement related revenue requirements, including its GTSR proposal,
to be effective in rates on January 1, 2026?
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D. CalCCA Proposes Minor Changes to PG&E’s Proposed Schedule

CalCCA 1is largely amenable to PG&E’s proposed procedural schedule, and in particular

supports moving briefing deadlines following (rather than prior to) the Fall Update. CalCCA

however recommends comments on the Fall Update be due November S rather than November 3

as PG&E proposes (two days later). CalCCA’s attorneys and experts, who work on at least six

ERRA cases, will be challenged to turn around comments on the Fall Update two business days

after preparing reply briefs. A November 5 deadline will help ensure that parties have the time

they need to rigorously address PG&E’s Fall Update testimony. CalCCA has conferred with

PG&E counsel and can represent that PG&E would not object to a November 5 deadline for Fall

Update comments. CalCCA’s recommended procedural schedule 1s below, for clarity:

appears in Daily Calendar

EVENT PG&E’S PROPOSED CALCCA’S PROPOSED
SCHEDULE SCHEDULE

Application filed May 15, 2025 May 15, 2025

Notice of Application May 19, 2025 May 19, 2025

Protests Filed

+ 30 days after Notice

June 18, 2025

Reply Filed

+ 10 days after Protests/
Responses

June 28, 2025

Prehearing Conference

By July 17, 2025

By July 17, 2025

Intervenor testimony served

September 2, 2025

September 2, 2025

Rebuttal testimony served

September 23, 2025

September 23, 2025

Rule 13.9 Meet and Confer

September 26, 2025

September 26, 2025

Evidentiary Hearings (if
needed)

October 1-2, 2025

October 1-2, 2025

Update to Prepared
Testimony (Fall Update)

October 15, 2025

October 15, 2025
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EVENT

PG&E’S PROPOSED
SCHEDULE

CALCCA’S PROPOSED
SCHEDULE

Concurrent Opening Briefs

October 20, 2025

October 20, 2025

Concurrent Reply Briefs

October 30, 2025

October 30, 2025

Concurrent Comments to
Fall Update filed;

proceeding submitted

November 3, 2025

November 5, 2025

Proposed Decision

November 2025

November 2025

Comments on Proposed
Decision

+4 business days after Proposed
Decision

+4 business days after Proposed
Decision

Reply comments

13 business days after Comments
on Proposed Decision

+3 business days after Comments
on Proposed Decision

E. Other Procedural Requests in Light of the Compressed Nature of this

Proceeding.

PG&E and CalCCA have worked cooperatively and constructively in recent ERRA

Forecast proceedings, which has allowed both parties to litigate this expedited case without

unnecessary motion practice. CalCCA expects both parties will do so again this year. Nevertheless,

to promote clear expectations, CalCCA requests that the Commission:

e Set the default discovery timelines for all parties to: (1) five business days prior to the
Fall Update; (2) three business days after rebuttal testimony; and (3) two business days
after the Fall Update 1s filed, with exceptions from those timelines allowed 1n the event
that PG&E requires more time due to the number or breadth of data requests;

e Require PG&E to serve public and confidential workpapers concurrently with all
supplements and updates to testimony;

e Require from PG&E a clear presentation of modifications between its Prepared
Testimony and any supplemental testimony; and

e Require PG&E to serve public and confidential workpapers contemporaneously with
all testimony supplements and updates over the course of the proceeding.
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IVv.

COMMUNICATIONS AND SERVICE

CalCCA consents to “email only” service and request that the following individuals be

added to the service list for A.25-05-011 on behalf of CalCCA:

Party Representative

Nikhil Vijaykar

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (408) 621-3256
E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com

Information-Only Please include the individuals listed below on the information-only

service list for this proceeding:

Brian Dickman

NEWGEN STRATEGIES & SOLUTIONS
LLC

225 Union Boulevard, Suite 450
Lakewood, CO 80228

Telephone: (303) 828-4035

E-mail: bdickman@newgenstrategies.net

Leanne Bober

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: (510) 980-9815

Email: leanne@cal-cca.org

Willie Calvin

Regulatory Case Manager
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

Telephone: (510) 980-9504

Email: willie@cal-cca.org
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Tim Lindl

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California St., 12" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 516-6654
E-mail: tlindl@keyesfox.com

Jack Buckley

NEWGEN STRATEGIES & SOLUTIONS
LLC

225 Union Boulevard, Suite 450
Lakewood, CO 80228

Telephone: (303) 557-7700

Email: jbuckley@newgenstrategies.net
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V. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA requests that the Commission set this matter for hearing
to fully examine the issues discussed above.

June 18, 2025 Respectfully submitted,

A

Nikhil Vijaykar

KEYES & FOX LLP

580 California Street, 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (408) 621-3256
E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com

Counsel for CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY
CHOICE ASSOCIATION
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