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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

• The Commission1 should adopt the definition of fixed generation costs as set forth in the PD. 

• The Commission should modify the PD to clarify that the issue of common cost allocation has 

not been conclusively resolved and should be taken up for consideration in the PCIA OIR. 

 

 
1  Acronyms and defined terms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of 
these Comments. 
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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 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account 
(ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable 
Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast 
Revenue Return and Reconciliation. (U39E) 
 

 
 

Application 23-05-012 

 
 
And Related Matter. 

Application 23-07-012 
Application 23-06-001 
Application 23-05-013 

 
 

 
 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION, SAN DIEGO COMMUNITY 
POWER, AND CLEAN ENERGY ALLIANCE’S COMMENTS ON PROPOSED 

DECISION 

 California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), San Diego Community Power 

(SDCP), and the Clean Energy Alliance (CEA) (collectively, the CCA Parties) hereby submit these 

comments on Administrative Law Judge Sisto’s [Proposed] Decision Adopting a Definition of 

Fixed Generation2 (Proposed Decision or PD) in the above-captioned proceeding pursuant to Rule 

14.3 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities Commission 

(Commission).  

The PD defines “fixed generation costs” for the purposes of the investor-owned utilities’ 

(IOU) annual Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Forecast Applications as “[c]osts 

which do not rise and fall based on the amount of electricity customers use, or how long the large 

 
2  [Proposed] Decision Adopting a Definition of Fixed Generation, Application (A.) 23-05-012, 
A.23-07-012, A.23-06-001, and A.23-05-013 (June 19, 2025).  
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electric utilities’ portfolios of generation resources operate.”3 The CCA Parties support the 

definition the PD adopts and therefore do not address that issue in these comments.  

The parties would benefit, however, from the Commission’s clarification of the PD’s 

discussion regarding the IOUs’ allocation of common costs. Common costs are administrative 

costs required to manage investor-owned utility energy supply resources, such as scheduling and 

bidding into the California Independent System Operator.4 These costs are paid for by both bundled 

and unbundled customers, so allocating them correctly ensures preventing costs shifts.5 To be clear, 

the CCA Parties do not object to the PD’s conclusion6 that common cost allocation issues are 

beyond the scope of this consolidated proceeding. However, the PD’s discussion of this out-of-

scope issue is muddled. In at least one instance, the PD suggests that common cost allocation issues 

have already been resolved in the IOUs’ 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings.7 In other instances, the 

PD appears to acknowledge that the IOUs’ common cost allocation methodologies merit further 

consideration in a separate proceeding.8 

Parties would benefit from clarification of this discussion because the CCA Parties and the 

IOUs do not see eye-to-eye on this issue. Whereas parties representing community choice 

aggregator (CCA) interests have argued that the IOUs’ common cost allocation methodologies 

merit further examination in the pending Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) 

 
3  See PD at Conclusion of Law 1. 
4  See, e.g., California Community Choice Association’s Opening Brief, A.24-05-009 (Oct. 21, 2024), 
at 2; Opening Brief of San Diego Community Power and Clean Energy Alliance, A.24-05-010 (Oct. 4, 
2024), at 14-15. 
5  See id. 
6  See PD at 13. 
7  See id. (stating “As noted by PG&E and SDG&E, issues related to their ESA cost allocation were 
addressed in separate proceedings.”). 
8  See id. (stating that changes to the IOUs’ common cost allocation methodologies “are directly 
related to the PCIA and would be better addressed in a separate proceeding.”). 
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rulemaking (Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005 (PCIA OIR)),9 the IOUs have objected to the CCAs’ 

efforts to bring this issue into the scope of that proceeding, arguing that common cost allocation 

was already resolved in San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) and Pacific Gas & Electric 

Company’s (PG&E) 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings.10 

While the Commission’s decisions in PG&E and SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast 

proceedings indeed address those utilities’ proposals to modify their common cost allocation 

methodologies, those decisions do not and should not preclude continuing examination of the 

IOUs’ methodologies in the PCIA OIR. Those decisions sought to align PG&E and SDG&E with 

Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) existing common cost allocation methodology; 

however, SCE’s methodology was not itself examined in any of the 2025 ERRA Forecast 

proceedings.11 That means interested parties have not had the chance to propose a consistent 

alternative methodology across all three service territories. Therefore, the IOUs’ common cost 

allocation methodologies should be reviewed in the PCIA OIR to ensure parties have an 

opportunity to evaluate and compare all three utilities’ practices and recommend alternative 

approaches if necessary. In fact, Decision (D.) 24-12-040 resolving SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA 

Forecast Application specifically anticipates examination of the IOUs’ common cost allocation 

 
9  See, e.g., California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on the Order Instituting 
Rulemaking and Energy Division Staff Report, Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005 (Mar. 18, 2025), at 36.  
10  Joint Reply Comments of Southern California Edison Company (U 338 E), Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (U 39 E), and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (U 902-E) on the Order Instituting 
Rulemaking To Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (Apr. 2, 2025), at 22 (opposing CalCCA’s proposal to 
include Common Cost Allocation methodologies within the scope of Track 2 of the PCIA OIR, stating: 
“this issue was just raised and resolved in both SDG&E’s and PG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings.”). 
11  CalCCA argued SCE’s common cost allocation methodology should be included in the scope of 
the 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding, however the Commission did not agree with CalCCA’s scoping 
argument. See Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, A.24-05-007 (Aug. 14, 2024). 
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methodologies in a “separate proceeding involving the three major IOUs.”12 The Commission 

should therefore clarify that while the IOUs’ common cost allocation methodologies are beyond 

the scope of this proceeding, those methodologies have not been conclusively resolved in any other 

proceeding, and should, therefore, be addressed in the PCIA OIR. 

I. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADDRESS COMMON COST ALLOCATION 
ISSUES IN THE PCIA OIR 

 
PG&E’s prehearing conference statement proposed changes to its methodology for 

allocating certain categories of common costs to its balancing accounts, including the Portfolio 

Allocation Balancing Account (PABA), which impacts the PCIA rates departed customers pay.13 

Parties subsequently contested changes to that methodology, however, in PG&E’s 2025 ERRA 

Forecast proceeding. In parallel, SDG&E’s changes to its common cost allocation methodology 

were contested in SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding. The Commission’s decisions 

resolving PG&E’s and SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings directed those utilities to adopt 

common cost allocation methodologies that aligned with SCE’s existing common cost allocation 

methodology.14 

The Commission’s decisions in PG&E’s and SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings, 

however, do not conclusively resolve the IOUs’ common cost allocation methodologies. 

Importantly, while those decisions sought to align PG&E’s and SDG&E’s respective approaches 

with SCE’s common cost allocation methodology, the Commission did not examine SCE’s 

 
12  D.24-12-040, Decision Approving San Diego Gas and Electric Company’s 2025 Electric 
Procurement Revenue Requirement Forecasts, 2025 Electric Sales Forecast, and Greenhouse Gas Related 
Forecasts, A.24-05-010, at 34. 
13  Prehearing Conference Statement of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, A.23-05-012 et al. (Jan. 
5, 2024), at 6.  
14  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, 
at 37; See also D.24-12-040 at 33. 



 

CCA Parties’ Comments on Proposed Decision 5 

methodology in any of the 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings. That means interested parties have 

not had the chance to propose a consistent alternative methodology across all three service 

territories. Therefore, the Commission should review the IOUs’ common cost allocation 

methodologies in a separate proceeding in which all three IOUs are parties in order to ensure 

interested parties have an opportunity to evaluate and compare all three utilities’ practices and 

recommend alternative approaches if necessary.  

In fact, D.24-12-040 resolving SDG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast Application couches its 

endorsement of SCE’s common cost allocation methodology as a solution for “this year’s 

ERRA.”15 Further, that Decision specifically anticipates the Commission’s continuing examination 

of this issue. With reference to the common cost allocation methodologies that SDG&E and certain 

CCAs proposed in that proceeding, D.24-12-040 states that methodology “will benefit from better 

examination in a separate proceeding involving the three major IOUs and where all impacts can 

be better understood. This will ensure that the issue can be more thoroughly examined and any 

resulting directives can be made applicable to the three major IOUs uniformly.”16  

Track Two of the pending PCIA OIR is the appropriate venue for the Commission’s 

continuing examination of this important issue. All three utilities are parties to that proceeding, 

and the proceeding is squarely focused on issues—like common cost allocation—that impact the 

PCIA. The Commission should therefore clarify that while the IOUs’ common cost allocation 

methodologies are beyond the scope of this proceeding, those methodologies have not been 

conclusively resolved in any other proceeding and should be addressed in the PCIA OIR. 

 
15  D.24-12-040 at 33. 
16  Id. at 32, 33. 
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II. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the CCA Parties respectfully request the Commission adopt the 

changes to the PD presented in Appendix A to these comments and grant any other relief the 

Commission deems just and reasonable. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
/s/ Nikhil Vijaykar 
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 the California Community 
Choice Association 
 
 
 
Dated: July 9, 2025 

/s/ Alissa Greenwald 
Alissa Greenwald 
Tim Lindl 
Keyes & Fox LLP 
1580 Lincoln St., Suite 1105  
Denver, CO 80203 
Telephone: (913) 302-5567  
E-mail: agreenwald@keyesfox.com 
             tlindl@keyesfox.com 

 
Counsel for San Diego Community Power  
and Clean Energy Alliance 
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Appendix A 

 
CCA Parties’ Recommended Changes to Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law  

 
 

Pursuant to Rule 14.3(b) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, the CCA 

Parties offer the following index of recommended changes to the Proposed Decision, including 

proposed additions to the Proposed Decision’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. The CCA 

Parties’ proposed revisions appear in underline and strike-through. 

 
Conclusions of Law 
 
[. . .] 
 
4. Other issues related to PCIA calculations, including the electric utilities’ methodologies for 
allocating common costs, should be evaluated in a separate Commission proceeding (or 
proceedings). 
 


