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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

épphcatlon of Pac1ﬁ§ Gas and Electric ' Application No. 25-05-009
ompany for Authority, Among Other Things, (Filed May 15, 2025)

to Increase Rates and Charges for Electric and it
Gas Service Effective on January 1, 2027.

(U 39 M)

JOINT CASE MANAGEMENT STATEMENT

Pursuant to Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) John Larsen’s June 10, 2025 Ruling
(Ruling), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) respectfully submits this joint case
management statement on behalf of parties to this proceeding. The following parties have
authorized PG&E to submit this joint case management statement on their behalf: Public
Advocates Office (Cal Advocates); The Utility Reform Network (TURN); Sierra Club;
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF); California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau); Energy Producers
and Users Coalition and the Indicated Shippers (together EPUC/IS); California Community
Choice Association (CalCCA); Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA); Mussey Grade Road
Alliance (MGRA); California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA); Southern
California Generation Coalition and City of Palo Alto, California (together SCGC and Palo
Alto); Central Valley Gas Storage (CVGS); Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT);
Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD); Northern California
Generation Coalition (NCGC); and Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE).

The Ruling set a prehearing conference for July 3, 2025 and required parties to meet and
confer regarding various procedural scope and schedule issues identified in the Ruling. The
Ruling further provided that by June 30, 2025 the parties shall jointly or separately file a case
management statement addressing the issues identified in the Ruling along with any other

procedural recommendations.



On June 25, 2025, representatives from the following parties met and conferred to discuss

the issues identified in the Ruling:!

1.
2.
3.

10.
1.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.

PG&E

Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

Sierra Club

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated Shippers (together EPUC/IS)
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)
Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)

California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA)

Southern California Generation Coalition and City of Palo Alto, California (together
SCGC and Palo Alto)

Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)
Northern California Generation Coalition (NCGC)
Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT)
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (together CalPine and
SMUD)

Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE)
Southern California Edison Company (SCE)

Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together
SoCalGas and SDG&E)

Attachment A (Excel spreadsheet) and Attachment B (Word document) provide the

parties’ respective positions regarding the issues identified in the Ruling. The contents of each

" A representative from CALSTART was not present.



attachment are the same. The parties are providing their positions in two different formats to
provide the Assigned Commissioner, ALJ Larsen, and other Commission staff the opportunity to

review the information in either format, based on their preference.

Respectfully Submitted,
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

By: /s/Walker A. Matthews, 111

WALKER A. MATTHEWS, III

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Law Department, 19th Floor

300 Lakeside Drive, Suite 210

Oakland, CA 94612

Telephone: (925) 750-0041

Facsimile: (510) 898-9696

Email: Walker.Matthews@pge.com

Attorney for
Dated: June 30, 2025 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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Party In Attendance Representative(s)

1. Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) Y Al Matthews; Ken Arnold
2. Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates) v
Selina Shek; Miles Gordon; Niki Bawa; Dao Phan; Christopher Parkes
3. The Utility Reform Network (TURN) Y David Cheng
California Community Choice Association
(CalCCA) Y Julia Kantor
California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau) Y Kevin Johnston
California Large Energy Consumers v
Association (CLECA) Nora Sheriff
Calpine Corporation and Sacramento
Municipal Utility District (together CalPine Y
and SMUD) Joseph Karp
CALSTART N
Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT)
Y ) .
Melissa W. Kasnitz
Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS) Y Jennifer Garlock
Coalition of California Utility Employees v
(CUE) Andrew Graf
Energy Producers and Users Coalition and
the Indicated Shippers (together EPUC/IS) Y
James Mosher
Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) Y Megan Myers; Cole Jermyn
Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA) Y Joseph Mitchell
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) v
Sarah Keene;
Northern California Generation Coalition v
(NCGC) Susie Berlin
Sierra Club Y Matthew Vespa
Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA) Y Jennifer Weberski
Southern California Edison Company (SCE) v
Russell Archer, Kristin Yee
Southern California Gas Company and San
Diego Gas & Electric Company (together Y
SoCalGas and SDG&E) Elliott Henry
Southern California Generation Coalition
and City of Palo Alto, California (together Y

SCGC and Palo Alto)

Norman Pedersen for SCG/PA




Issue

Introductions

See Attendance Tab

Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 Application Section IX.F

PG&E proposes that each of the issues identified in its application be specifically included
within the scope of this proceeding. See PG&E 2027 GRC Application, Section IX.F (Issues
to be Considered). PG&E believes that the issues raised by parties in their protests and
responses are adequately covered by this list. Accordingly, PG&E asks that the Assigned
Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) adopt this list as the list of issues to be
considered in this proceeding.

See Protest of the Public Advocates Office to PG&E's Application to Increase Rates
and Charges for Electric and Gas Service Effective January 1, 2027, Section Il

Receipt of evidence directed to be filed by other proceedings and other
additional information, including the below. If parties plan to potentially use
this information during the case, parties should discuss in their meet and
confer and in written statements how and when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may refer to this information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary record.

PG&E's 2027 General Rate Case should stand on the evidentiary record submitted in the
proceeding, which includes written testimony entered into the record by the parties,
discovery responses admitted into the record, oral testimony and other materials
submitted during evidentiary hearings. PG&E respectfully urges that the Commission keep
matters unrelated to the 2027 GRC outside the scope of this proceeding. PG&E also notes
that separate proceedings may involve other utilities and stakeholders who are not parties
to the 2027 GRC, and that litigating issues addressed in those proceedings within the GRC
could result in regulatory confusion and conflicting decisions.

With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of information from separate
proceedings into the 2027 GRC evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case
basis, based on whether that information is relevant to the 2027 GRC. PG&E further
believes that parties' discovery rights will enable them to request from PG&E
information/materials that PG&E provides in separate proceedings, to the extent the
information is also relevant to issues in the 2027 GRC. PG&E seeks to avoid delaying the
submission of the evidentiary record in this GRC to the extent separate proceedings have
an extended schedule.

See Cal Advocates response to ltem 5 below.

Furthermore:

Cal Advocates reserves the right to request the admission of information from
separate proceedings into the 2027 GRC evidentiary record including, but not
limited to the following: information pertaining to SB 1221.

3b

AB 1221 implementation through Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling, Appendix A at 8-9 requiring identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement by decommissioning the pipeline by July
1,2025;

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

PG&E understands this issue to be referring to SB 1221 (decarbonization planning). PG&E
does not believe that SB 1221 implementation or other issues being considered in the
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012) are within scope for PG&E's 2027 GRC. That
proceeding includes different parties, separate analyses, and consideration of pilot
programs necessary to fully evaluate the appropriate method and approach to gas pipeline
decommissioning. PG&E further understands that the schedule for the Long-Term Gas
Proceeding may extend beyond the schedule for Track 1 issues in the 2027 GRC (including
gas system issues). At this time, PG&E believes that analyses completed and decisions
reached in the Long-Term Gas proceeding will likely be ready to allow them to be
incorporated and considered in PG&E's 2031 General Rate Case. As such, PG&E generally
believes that information pertaining to the Long-Term Gas Proceeding should remain out
of scope for this proceeding.

With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of information from the Long-Term Gas
Proceeding into the 2027 GRC evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case basis,
based on whether that information is relevant to the 2027 GRC. PG&E further believes that
parties' discovery rights will enable them to request from PG&E information/materials that
PG&E provides in the Long-Term Gas Proceeding, to the extent the information is also
relevant to issues in the 2027 GRC.

PG&E believes that it fully complied with all requirements in the 2024 RAMP, including
those set forth in the for the April 22, 2025 RAMP ruling requiring PG&E to file and serve
additional information by June 20, 2025 in both the 2024 RAMP and 2027 GRC. PG&E
recommends that the Commission determine that PG&E has fully complied with all 2024
RAMP and April 22 RAMP ruling requirements. PG&E further recommends that the
Commission issue a final decision in the 2024 RAMP that: (1) contains this and other
relevant findings and (2) closes the 2024 RAMP.

PG&E does not object to parties referencing materials and information submitted in the
2024 RAMP.

See statement above.

Because the Safety Policy Division, Cal Advocates, and other parties found
deficiencies in PG&E's 2024 RAMP, PG&E should request a determination
regarding compliance through a motion process in the RAMP, allowing parties in
the RAMP to respond. Cal Advocates noted in its protest that PG&E did not include
aresponse to Cal Advocates' RAMP comments in its May 15 2025 GRC application.
PG&E provided the information to Cal Advocates on June 13 2025. PG&E should
ensure that the updated information is served to the service list.



Issue

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s Reports filings;

PG&E Po:
PG&E included two Energy Capacity Auditor Reports in supporting testimony. See Exhibit
(PG&E-4), Chapter 10, Attachments A and B (titled Pacific Gas & Electric Company SB 410
Powering Up Californians Act Assessment (March 3) and Pacific Gas & Electric Company
SB 410 Powering Up Californians Act Assessment (April 30, 2025)).

ion

PG&E agrees to provide any additional Energy Capacity Auditor Reports to the 2027 GRC
service list as they become available.

Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)
No Comment

3d

3di

3dii

The potential for sources of funding other than ratepayers;

Funding for activity in the GRC from PG&E’s federal loan;

The Rule 20 program for undergrounding electricity lines;

PG&E's position is that that scope of the 2027 GRC should address whether PG&E's GRC
proposals and cost-recovery from customers are "just and reasonable." The consideration
of alternative sources of funding other than from customers may be appropriate on a case-
by-case basis, consistent with the Commission's decisions in prior proceedings. Such
consideration may involve assessing relevant industry practices and government actions
regarding alternative funding for activities being addressed in this proceeding.

Federal and state loans are not applied or used to offset costs included in PG&E's GRC
cost-recovery request, as these loans reflect financing for costs that will be re-paid by
customers. These loans benefit customers by reducing financing costs paid by
customers. PG&E notes that financing cost issues are addressed in the Cost of Capital
proceeding.

PG&E further notes that the terms and conditions of the loans, including the specific use
of the loans, are determined, in part, by the federal and state entities providing the loans.

PG&E notes that Rule 20 enables entities to perform targeted undergrounding largely for
aesthetics and other purposes unrelated to wildfire mitigation. PG&E does not consider
Rule 20 as a reasonable alternative to its proposed wildfire mitigation program nor the
funding of PG&E's proposed wildfire mitigation activities.

The Commission should consider potential alternative sources of funding other
than from ratepayers in the 2027 GRC.

PG&E should identify, cross reference and explain the specific loans that reflect
the financing of costs that will be re-paid by customers. And provide
documentation that demonstrate specifically how these loans benefit customers
and show the calculation demonstrating how the loans reduce financing costs paid
by customers. PG&E should be able to cross reference this information from its
Cost of Capital proceeding.

Cal Advocates reserves the right to request and review information pertaining to
PG&E'sRule 20 program in the course of its review of PG&E's 2027 GRC.

How is PG&E forecasting expense reduction in the Test Year compared to
the last available year of recorded expenses, and how are forecasted
expense reductions treated in Post-Test Years?

PG&E is unclear whether it understands the question/issue posed by the ALJ.

During the meet and confer with parties, PG&E stated that it sees this question/issue as
one that should be addressed during the course of the proceeding through discovery,
testimony, and briefing. Following discussion with the parties, PG&E will agree to work
with the Commission and parties to the extent the ALJ is asking how PG&E can present
certain cost information in different formats to facilitate the Commission's and parties'
review of the forecasts presented by PG&E in this proceeding.

PG&E's forecasting expense reduction in the Test Year and the comparison
to the last available year of recorded expenses, and how its forecasted
expense reductions are treated in Post-Test Years should be presented in a
clear and easily comprehensible format in its testimony, workpapers, and
discovery responses.

5

Whether PG&E should provide a list of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the pendency of this GRC application
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon proceedings, and estimated amounts in
supplemental testimony.

PG&E does not believe that supplemental testimony is the proper mechanism to provide
this information, given that the information to be provided is subject to frequent change
during the course of a year. For example, costs typically addressed in ERRA and CEMA
proceedings are incurred over the course of a year. PG&E also has already responded to
discovery on this topic.

PG&E submits a Cost and Rate Tracker on a quarterly basis to the Commission that is
posted on the Commission's website. PG&E agrees to serve this tracker on the 2027 GRC
service lists on a quarterly basis, as PG&E submits them to the Commission. PG&E
already provides the pertinent information requested by parties, but will produce an
instructional "read me" index on where to find information in the Cost and Rate Tracker.

Please see PG&E's Reply to Protests for PG&E's position regarding the consideration of
these issues in the 2027 GRC.

PG&E should present in a supplemental filing, a listing of applications and advice
letter filings, including those pending or anticipated to be submitted for
Commission approval that may affect rates during the pendency of its 2027 GRC.
The supplemental filing shallinclude the requested or estimated cost recovery and
effect on rates and residential monthly bills. PG&E should provide updates of this
information on a quarterly basis since " the information to be provided is subject to
frequent change during the course of a year."

With development of this joint case management statement, PG&E has not yet
filed its Reply to Protests, so the document PG&E references in its Position is not
available for parties to reference or review.

6

Schedule




Track 1 proposed by PG&E

Track 2

6b

Issue

PG&E Po
PG&E is in agreement with TURN to modify the rate case plan as follows:
-Scoping Memo: Friday, August 15, 2025
-Intervenor testimony: Friday, February 13, 2026
-Rebuttal testimony: Tuesday, March 31, 2026
-Hearings: Monday, April 27, 2026
-Briefs: Friday, June 19, 2026
-Reply briefs: Friday, July 10, 2026
-Proposed Decision: Monday, November 2, 2026
-Decision: Tuesday, December 1, 2026
PG&E anticipates the parties will continue to discuss scheduling issues in advance of the
July 3 prehearing conference.

PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 2 include the Commission's reasonableness
review of certain accounts required to be reviewed in the GRC. As set forth in PG&E's
application, separate tracks for accounts requiring reviews is consistent with scheduling
adopted in recent GRC scoping ruling. See PG&E's 2027 GRC Application, p. 38.

Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)
Cal requests an i i date of March 31, 2026.

No Comment

Track 3

Motions

Additional Issues and Questions

PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 3 include the Commission's reasonableness
review of the costs recorded to the Electric Capacity and New Business Interim
Memorandum Account (ECNBIMA). As set forth in PG&E's application, a reasonableness
review of costs recorded to this account is required under D.24-07-008 and Public Utilities
Code Section 937(b)(3). The ECNBIMA covers the 2024-2026 period. Therefore, costs
recovered through the ECNBIMA will not be final until year-end 2026 and cannot be
presented for review in Track 1 or 2. See PG&E's 2027 GRC Application, pp. 38-39.

PG&E intends to file a Motion Requesting an Order to Make New Revenue Requirements
and Associated Ratemaking Mechanisms Effective January 1, 2027. This type of motion by
a utility is typical during the course of a GRC proceeding. PG&E anticipates that it may file
other motions allowed under the Commission's rules, as circumstances warrant.

PG&E is seeking ways to streamline this proceeding and is considering establishing a
weekly check-in meeting to allow parties to discuss discovery and other related issues.

No Comment

No Comment

No Comment




arm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

CaliforniaCommunity Choice Association (CalCCA)

As TURN noted in its protest, the following issues should be included within the
scope:

- Whether PG&E's RAMP to GRC i ionis
Commission requirements

- PG&E's proposed depreciation rates versus PG&E's depreciation study

- PG&E's proposal for its Non-Tariffed Balancing Account needs to be examined at
the same time as its Non-Tariffed Products & Services Memorandum Account

- Confirm that the scope includes alternative proposals of parties other than PG&E
related to the GRC

- 2025 recorded expenditure data

and with

In addition to all the issues identified in PG&E's Application, CalCCA submits that
the following issue should be explicitly included within the scope of this
proceeding: "With respect to the Electric Distribution organization described in
Exhibit (PG&E-4): At what point, and in what form, should PG&E be required to
publicly share information about the 'Pending Loads' used in its load forecasts?
What is a reasonable time for PG&E to share this data, and what level of detail
should be required for this data?"

Farm Bureau is fine with the scope provided by PG&E, but is supportive of the
additional suggestions or areas other intervenors suggested in their protests and
the meet and confer.

As noted in CLECA's protest, the following issues should be included with the
scope of this proceeding:

1. Whether PG&E’s proposals are reasonable in light of the ongoing ratepayer
affordability crisis;

2. Whether PG&E’s proposed capital expenditures promote prudent, cost-effective
spending that aligns with a reasonable forecast of when and where this new load

is expected to materialize; and;

3. Whether PG&E’s proposals adequately safeguard ratepayers from imprudent
spending and stranded asset costs.

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings and other additional should all
be issible as to this p!
billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability of PG&E's request, which is a central
issue in this case. This is particularly important in this proceeding because PG&E
has chosen to exclude numerous categories of costs from this GRC, including
costs that have typically been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

since all of them will ultimately have

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as other information)
identified in the ALJ ruling should all be admissible as evidence to this proceeding,
since all of them will ultimately have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability
of PG&E's request, which is a centralissue in this case. This is particularly
important in this proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous
categories of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically been
included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

The Commission needs to first review the additional information submitted on June CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

20, 2025 to determine if PG&E has met the requirements. Itis premature to
determine that PG&E has fully with the ruling requil 1ts at this time,
and itis also premature to close the RAMP at this time.

There should be no question that all evidence submitted in the RAMP should also
be admissible in this pi This has been the case in past
GRCs.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.



arm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

arge Energy Consumers Asso

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as other information)
identified in the ALJ ruling should all be as evidi to this p
since all of them will ultimately have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability
of PG&E's request, which is a centralissue in this case. This is particularly
important in this proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous
categories of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically been
included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)
CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

All of the in other pi (as well as other information)
identified in the ALJ ruling should all be as to this pre

since all of them will ultimately have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability
of PG&E's request, which is a centralissue in this case. This is particularly
important in this proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous

of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically been
included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as other information)
identified in the ALJ ruling should all be as evidl to this pre

since all of them will ultimately have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability
of PG&E's request, which is a centralissue in this case. This is particularly
important in this proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous
categories of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically been
included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

All of the in other p (as well as other information)
identified in the ALJ ruling should all be as evidi to this p!

since all of them will ultimately have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability
of PG&E's request, which is a central issue in this case. This is particularly
important in this proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous

of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically been
included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

As TURN noted during the meet and confer, this is a "how" question, and PG&E
should respond how it is currently performing this forecast. Ifitis not currently
performing this forecast, then PG&E should be directed to provide this information
in supplemental testimony

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer.

Absolutely. As noted above, PG&E's requests in other proceedings will ultimately  CalCCA is supportive of this proposal. CalCCA notes that generally, stakeholders
have billimpacts, hence affecting the affordability of PG&E's request, whichisa  \would benefit from transparent, consolidated information regarding the various
centralissue in this case. It would be unreasonable and unjust for the Commission proceedings through which PG&E seeks cost recovery and rate increases. This kind
not to consider the total effect on customer rates and focus only on what's of information should be made publicly available on a regular basis. PG&E should
included in this GRC, which is an arbitrary choice by PG&E also endeavor to consolidate allits cost recovery requests in its General Rate Case
Applications and ERRA Forecast Applications, to the maximum extent possible.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer. If this information has already been provided in discovery, it
remains unclear why it cannot be packaged for all parties rather than each
individual party needing to make individual requests or search through data
requests.

CLECA supports EPUC/IS's position that PG&E's service of the Cost and Rate
Tracker on the GRC service list should be accompanied by an informational cover
sheet that details the costs addressed in the tracker tool.




arm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
TURN is in agreement with PG&E to modify the rate case plan as follows:
-Scoping Memo: Friday, August 15, 2025
-Intervenor testimony: Friday, February 13, 2026
-Rebuttal testimony: Tuesday, March 31, 2026
-Hearings: Monday, April 27, 2026
-Briefs: Friday, June 19, 2026
-Reply briefs: Friday, July 10, 2026
-Proposed Decision: Monday, November 2, 2026
-Decision: Tuesday, December 1, 2026

Track 2 schedule should be adjusted accordingly once the Commission
determines the appropriate Track 1 schedule in order to avoid overlap. As noted in
TURN's protest, either the consideration of the Non-Tariffed Balancing Account
and the associated 50-50 revenue sharing model needs to be moved to Track 2 of
this proceeding, or PG&E must be directed to provide supplemental testimony in
Track 1 to address the reasonableness of the entries recorded in the Non-Tariffed
Products & Services Memorandum Account. The two issues cannot be considered

separately.

California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)
CalCCA is supportive of The Public A Office's garding PG&E's
proposed proceeding schedule in its Protest to PG&E's Application. Parties to this
p ing need time to review, i and analyze PG&E's
significant cost recovery requests and numerous associated proposals in this
case. PG&E's proposed schedule, as set forth in its Application, should be modified
to allow parties more time to conduct this review prior to the submission of
Intervenor Testimony. CalCCA supports the compromise revised schedule
circulated by PG&E on June 27, 2025, which sets a deadline for Intervenor
Testimony of February 13, 2026.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the February 27th as a compromise position for the date of
intervenor testimony but would otherwise support Cal Advocates and TURN’s
March 31st date if an agreement cannot be reached.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer orin response to the spreadsheet.

CLECA supports Cal ' proposal that intervenor be due by
March 31, 2026. Given the scope and scale of PG&E's GRC request, sufficient time
is needed for intervenors to conduct discovery and perform the analyses
necessary to prepare thoroughly i in this pi CLECA
intends to continue discussing scheduling issues with parties in advance of the
July 3 prehearing conference.

Track 2 schedule should be adjusted accordingly once the Commission
ines the Track 1 in order to avoid overlap

No known outstanding motions at this time. TURN may file other motions in the
future as circumstances warrant.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer or in response to the spreadsheet.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions raised by other intervenors at
the meet and confer orin response to the spreadsheet.

Farm Bureau supports this and would support a summary as to what has already

been requested in these meetings or another format to limit duplicate requests and

extra processing for PG&E.




Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Mur t (together CalPine and SMUD) CALSTART Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT) Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. I |CVGS has no position at this time.




Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Mur t (together CalPine and SMUD) CALSTART Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT) Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. | .CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. I |CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time..

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.




Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Mur t (together CalPine and SMUD) CALSTART Center for Accessible Technology (CforAT) Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. | .CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. | .CVGS has no position at this time.
Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time. I |CVGS has no position at this time.




ity Employees (CUE)

Energy Producers and Users Co: ers (together EPUC/IS)

Mussey Grade Road

CUE agrees with PG&E's proposed scope, and recommends adding the following
issue: whether PG&E's Section 935 Report complies with Public Utilities Code §
935.

As noted in EPUC/IS's protest, the following issues should be included within the
scope of this proceeding:

1. Whether PG&E’s affordability claims are accurate, given the substantial costs
and it revenue being i outside of this
proceeding;

2. Whether PG&E’s proposals are supported by accurate forecasts of electric and
gas demand over the GRC cycle;

3. Whether PG&E’s proposals exacerbate stranded asset and affordability risks in
light of the Commission’s long-term policy objectives;

4. Whether PG&E’s Alternative Energy Program should be discontinued in light of
the Commission’s efforts in the Long-Term Gas Planning Proceeding to create an
orderly gas transition; and

5. Whether PG&E’s proposal to recover behind-the-meter electrification costs
associated with the Alternative Energy Program should be considered in the
Long-Term Gas Planning Proceeding R.24-09-012.

CUE agrees with PG&E. The Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure
govern the p 1tof i ion and the ion of
evidence. No additional procedures are needed for this proceeding.

See comment 3.

See comment 3.

EPUC/IS disagree with PG&E's position that information pertaining to the Long-
Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012) should remain out of scope for this
proceeding. EPUC/IS believe that the information PG&E is required to provide in
response to the R.24-09-012 April 18, 2025 Ruling by July 1, 2025, is directly
relevant to PG&E's TY 2027 GRC gas system proposals. Accordingly, the
Commission should require PG&E to serve this information on the TY 2027 GRC
service list and order PG&E to submit this information into the proceeding record at
the appropriate time.

EPUC/IS do not oppose PG&E's position regarding RAMP compliance at this stage.
However, during the meet and confer with parties, EPUC/IS clarified that the
Commission should not close the 2024 RAMP proceeding if it determines that
PG&E"s supplemental June 20, 2025 filing is deficient.

No evidence or testimony aside from PG&E's has been presented regarding
PG&E's compliance with RAMP and RAMP ruling requirements. The
Commission should decide PG&E compliance with RAMP requirements as
part of final decision in the present proceeding.

If RAMP is closed the final decision should state previous precedent of
allowing intervenor hours to be carried forward into the present proceeding.




Employees (CUE)

Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated Shippers (together EPUC/IS)

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)

See comment 3.

EDF supports additional Energy Capacity Auditor Reports being shared with the
2027 GRC service list as they become available. Parties should have the
opportunity to submit discovery requests related to these Reports within the 2027
GRC, and to reference these Reports in filings in the 2027 GRC.

See comment 3.

See comment 3.

See comment 3.

No comment.

EPUC/IS believe this question is intended to gain further clarity surrounding PG&E's
claims regarding the Application's affordability impacts. PG&E's Application frames
the magnitude of its test year revenue requirement request relative to its
authorized revenue for 2026. (Application at 1). The Application also states that
PG&E's "Simple Affordable Model limits customer bill growth," in part, by
"identifying O&M expense savings to reduce customer costs." (Application at 3).
EPUC/IS interpret the question posed by the ALJ as one that asks how these
forecast expense savings compare to PG&E's last available year of recorded
expenses, and whether PG&E applied those purported savings to its forecast Post-
Test Year revenue requirements. Accordingly, EPUC/IS believe that PG&E should be
required to qualify the Application's references to forecast expense savings
relative to PG&E's actual recorded expenses as well as its authorized revenue for
2026.

CUE agrees that supplemental testimony is not the proper mechanism to provide
this information. Parties can request this information through discovery during the
pendency of the proceeding.

EPUC/IS are amenable to PG&E's proposal to serve the Cost and Rate Tracker on
the 2027 GRC service list on a quarterly basis. However, during the meet and
confer, EPUC/IS requested that this service also include a cover sheet that
provides an overview of the pi and revenue
impacts addressed in the Cost and Rate Tracker. This cover sheet would provide an
ible and digestil of the costs included in the Cost
and Rate Tracker, the estimated dates that these costs will be in effect, and other
pertinent information necessary to facilitate intervenors' and the Commission's
use of the Cost and Rate Tracker to evaluate the reasonableness of PG&E's request
in this proceeding. It is unclear whether PG&E's proposal to produce an
instructional "read me" index would provide this level of detail.

MGRA stated in its Protest that there will be potential overlap in scope
between PG&E's planned SB 884 application and its rate case. PG&E's
proposed "bridge" funding provides funding for undergrounding regardless of
EUP application outcomes, and would leave high-risk lines unmitigated in
the event EUP determines CBR for those circuits is unfavorable.
Supplemental testimony will be required in order to ensure adequate
wildfire mitigation occurs regardless of EUP application outcomes and that
costs are reasonable.

One approach would be for PG&E to replace its proposed “Bridge” program
with an “Alternative” plan as part of this application. This Alternative would
consist of an analysis of circuit segments proposed for undergrounding in
the 2027-2030 time frame, which will be consistent with circuit segments
submitted in the EUP application, combined with analysis of alternative
mitigations for these circuits and cost/benefit calculations for each. The
current proceeding would then review and approve undergrounding,
alternative mitigation, or no mitigation for each of these circuit segments.
(MGRA Protest, pp. 6-7)

EDF does not oppose the schedule PG&E proposed as part of its application




Employees (CUE)

Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated Shippers (together EPUC/IS)

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)

CUE supports the compromised schedule proposed by PG&E and TURN.

CUE agrees with this approach as it is consistent with prior GRCs.

EPUC/IS share Cal Advocates' concerns with PG&E's proposed Intervenor

Testil ission deadline of D 15, 2025, and support Cal
Advocates' request that Intervenor Testimony be due March 31, 2026. EPUC/IS will
continue to discuss scheduling issues with parties in advance of the July 3
prehearing conference.

EDF recommends covering the following issues in Track 1: load forecasting for

load flexibility, data center load forecasts, and clarification about
the role of hydrogen in the gas pipeline.

MGRA's protest notes that ensuring consistency between the GRC and SB
884 applications and ensuring fairness to ratepayers and safety to residents
will have schedule impacts. MGRA's proposal would allow parties to submit
alternatives to PG&E's bridge proposal along with a briefing phase (MGRA
Protest, p. 8), resulting in a determinative ruling ~15 weeks after the Scoping
Memo. Required modifications to schedule would have intervenor
testimony due in mid-2026.

CUE agrees with this approach as it is consistent with prior GRCs.

No comment.

No comment.

Among the issues relevant to this GRC MGRA lists in its protest are:

- Whether PG&E's "risk averse" scaling function is reasonable

- Whether PG&E has adequately analyzed alternatives to its undergrounding
program, including combination of covered conductor with technologies
and operational responses.




Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Sierra Club

iness Utility Advocates (SBUA)

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Sierra Club agrees with an issue raised in TURN's protest that the Commission
should confirm that the scope includes affirmative proposals of parties other than
PG&E related to the GRC. As an example, Sierra Club intends to propose changes
and/or additional details with regard to PG&E's Alternative Energy Program
implementation, which is di in PG&E's GRC i While Sierra Club
believes this type of proposal s already in scope, confirmation would be helpful to
ensure resources are not needlessly expended on this issue were this type of
proposal later viewed as out of scope.

SBUA strongly supports the inclusion of affordability as a delineated issue that
encompasses both residential and non-residential affordability metrics and
evaluation.

No position at this time.

SBUA believes that once the definitive list of additit p ings that should be
included in this proceeding is determined by the Scoping Memo - any needed
supplemental testimony should be filed in a timely manner allow intervenors to
include analysis in direct testimony. In addition, parties should be able to refer to
the record of those p! ings by taking ini ive notice of the in
question.

No position at this time.

No position at this time.

Sierra Club believes that the gas system mapping required under SB 1221 is
relevant to this proceeding and should be part of the record. Under the April 18,
2025 Ruling in R.24-09-012, information these maps should include "pipeline
identified by the gas utility as a potential opportunity to avoid replacement by
decommissioning the pipeline. If the utility identifies different potential sites for
different programs, indicate which program. For example, include PG&E's
Alternative Energy Program."” Because PG&E is seeking approval of its Alternative
Energy Program ("AEP) in its 2027 GRC Application, mapping of potential sites for
non-pipeline alternatives submitted in R.24-09-012 is directly relevant and
informative to its GRC request. Itis Sierra Club's understanding that PG&E will
submit its first set of maps on July 1, 2025 and that the maps will be GIS based.
Given their format, the maps are not something another party can easily add to the
record. The maps should therefore expressly be included as part of the record
here, with parties able to refer to them as needed.

No position at this time

No position

SBUA believes the question of whether PG&E ied fully with all

of the 2024 RAMP should be a scoped issue in the proceeding. Any final decision in
the RAMP proceeding needs the inclusion of language that intervenor hours from
the RAMP proceeding can be claimed for intervenor compensation at the
conclusion of the GRC proceeding.




Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)

Northern California Generation Co:

No position at this time.

Sierra Club

No position at this time

Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)

No position

No position at this time.

.No position at this time.

.No position at this time.

No position at this time

No position at this time

No position at this time

SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of alternative sources of funding.

.SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of the federal loan.

.SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of Rule 20.

No position at this time.

No additional comment at this time

SBUA supports the understanding of parties from the meet & confer of how the
information is presented for review.

No position at this time.

No position at this time

SBUA supports all parties having the ability to provide a timely listing of
proceedings that should be included in the 2027 GRC.

No position at this time.




Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) Northern California Generation Co:

No position at this time.

.No position at this time.

Sierra Club

Sierra Club supports TURN and other parties who indicated additional time is
needed for intervenor testimony. Sierra Club supports TURN's proposed schedule.

No position at this time

Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)

SBUA supports Intervenor Testimony due on March 31, 2026

No position at this time.

.No position at this time.

.No position at this time.

No position at this time

No position at this time

None at this time

.SBUA does not have any motions planned at this time.




Southern California Edi

Southern Californi

ern Californi

SCGC/Palo Alto agree that the issue raised in their protest (continuation of
Reserve Capacity for PG&E's natural gas transmission system for the Test
Year 2027 GRC period) is covered by the list of issues, particularly, issues 1
and 7.a, in Section IX.F in PG&E's Application.

No Position




outhern California G:

and San Diego Gas & El

tric Compan

Southern Calif

No Position

No Position

No Position




Southern California Gas Company and San Diego G c together SoCalGas and SDG

No Position

No SCGC/Palo Alto motions at this time.




ATTACHMENT B



Issue

PG&E Position

Introductions

See Attendance Tab

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

PG&E proposes that each of the issues identified in its
application be specifically included within the scope of this
proceeding. See PG&E 2027 GRC Application, Section IX.F
(Issues to be Considered). PG&E believes that the issues
raised by parties in their protests and responses are
adequately covered by this list. Accordingly, PG&E asks that
the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge
(ALJ) adopt this list as the list of issues to be considered in
this proceeding.

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and
other additional information,
including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

PG&E's 2027 General Rate Case should stand on the
evidentiary record submitted in the proceeding, which
includes written testimony entered into the record by the
parties, discovery responses admitted into the record, oral
testimony and other materials submitted during evidentiary
hearings. PG&E respectfully urges that the Commission keep
matters unrelated to the 2027 GRC outside the scope of this
proceeding. PG&E also notes that separate proceedings may
involve other utilities and stakeholders who are not parties to
the 2027 GRC, and that litigating issues addressed in those
proceedings within the GRC could result in regulatory
confusion and conflicting decisions.

With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of
information from separate proceedings into the 2027 GRC
evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case basis,
based on whether that information is relevant to the 2027
GRC. PG&E further believes that parties' discovery rights will
enable them to request from PG&E information/materials that
PG&E provides in separate proceedings, to the extent the
information is also relevant to issues in the 2027 GRC. PG&E
seeks to avoid delaying the submission of the evidentiary
record in this GRC to the extent separate proceedings have an
extended schedule.




Issue

PG&E Position

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline
by July 1, 2025;

PG&E understands this issue to be referring to SB 1221
(decarbonization planning). PG&E does not believe that SB
1221 implementation or other issues being considered in the
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012) are within scope for
PG&E's 2027 GRC. That proceeding includes different parties,
separate analyses, and consideration of pilot programs
necessary to fully evaluate the appropriate method and
approach to gas pipeline decommissioning. PG&E further
understands that the schedule for the Long-Term Gas
Proceeding may extend beyond the schedule for Track 1
issues in the 2027 GRC (including gas system issues). At this
time, PG&E believes that analyses completed and decisions
reached in the Long-Term Gas proceeding will likely not be
ready to allow them to be incorporated and considered in
PG&E's 2031 General Rate Case. As such, PG&E generally
believes that information pertaining to the Long-Term Gas
Proceeding should remain out of scope for this proceeding.

With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of
information from the Long-Term Gas Proceeding into the 2027
GRC evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case
basis, based on whether that information is relevant to the
2027 GRC. PG&E further believes that parties' discovery
rights will enable them to request from PG&E
information/materials that PG&E provides in the Long-Term
Gas Proceeding, to the extent the information is also relevant
toissuesin the 2027 GRC.

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

PG&E believes that it fully complied with all requirements in
the 2024 RAMP, including those set forth in the for the April
22,2025 RAMP ruling requiring PG&E to file and serve
additional information by June 20, 2025 in both the 2024
RAMP and 2027 GRC. PG&E recommends that the
Commission determine that PG&E has fully complied with all
2024 RAMP and April 22 RAMP ruling requirements. PG&E
further recommends that the Commission issue a final
decision in the 2024 RAMP that: (1) contains this and other
relevant findings and (2) closes the 2024 RAMP.

PG&E does not object to parties referencing materials and
information submitted in the 2024 RAMP.




Issue

PG&E Position

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

PG&E included two Energy Capacity Auditor Reports in
supporting testimony. See Exhibit (PG&E-4), Chapter 10,
Attachments A and B (titled Pacific Gas & Electric Company
SB 410 Powering Up Californians Act Assessment (March 3)
and Pacific Gas & Electric Company SB 410 Powering Up
Californians Act Assessment (April 30, 2025)).

PG&E agrees to provide any additional Energy Capacity
Auditor Reports to the 2027 GRC service list as they become
available.

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than ratepayers;

PG&E's position is that that scope of the 2027 GRC should
address whether PG&E's GRC proposals and cost-recovery
from customers are "just and reasonable." The consideration
of alternative sources of funding other than from customers
may be appropriate on a case-by-case basis, consistent with
the Commission's decisions in prior proceedings. Such
consideration may involve assessing relevant industry
practices and government actions regarding alternative
funding for activities being addressed in this proceeding.

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC
from PG&E’s federal loan;

Federal and state loans are not applied or used to offset costs
included in PG&E's GRC cost-recovery request, as these
loans reflect financing for costs that will be re-paid by
customers. These loans benefit customers by reducing
financing costs paid by customers. PG&E notes that
financing cost issues are addressed in the Cost of Capital
proceeding.

PG&E further notes that the terms and conditions of the
loans, including the specific use of the loans, are determined,
in part, by the federal and state entities providing the loans.

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

PG&E notes that Rule 20 enables entities to perform targeted
undergrounding largely for aesthetics and other purposes
unrelated to wildfire mitigation. PG&E does not consider Rule
20 as areasonable alternative to its proposed wildfire
mitigation program nor the funding of PG&E's proposed
wildfire mitigation activities.




# Issue PG&E Position

4 How is PG&E forecasting expense PG&E is unclear whether it understands the question/issue
reduction in the Test Year posed by the ALJ.
compared to the last available year
of recorded expenses, and how are | During the meet and confer with parties, PG&E stated that it
forecasted expense reductions sees this question/issue as one that should be addressed
treated in Post-Test Years? during the course of the proceeding through discovery,

testimony, and briefing. Following discussion with the
parties, PG&E will agree to work with the Commission and
parties to the extent the ALJ is asking how PG&E can present
certain cost information in different formats to facilitate the
Commission's and parties' review of the forecasts presented
by PG&E in this proceeding.

5 Whether PG&E should provide a list | PG&E does not believe that supplemental testimony is the
of other proceedings that may proper mechanism to provide this information, given that the
significantly affect rates during the | information to be provided is subject to frequent change
pendency of this GRC application during the course of a year. For example, costs typically
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including addressed in ERRA and CEMA proceedings are incurred over
but not limited to the PG&E Energy | the course of ayear. PG&E also has already responded to
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) | discovery on this topic.
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon PG&E submits a Cost and Rate Tracker on a quarterly basis to
proceedings, and estimated the Commission that is posted on the Commission's website.
amounts in supplemental PG&E agrees to serve this tracker on the 2027 GRC service
testimony. lists on a quarterly basis, as PG&E submits them to the

Commission. PG&E already provides the pertinent
information requested by parties, but will produce an
instructional "read me" index on where to find information in
the Cost and Rate Tracker.

Please see PG&E's Reply to Protests for PG&E's position
regarding the consideration of these issues in the 2027 GRC.

6 Schedule

6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E PG&E is in agreement with TURN to modify the rate case plan

as follows:

-Scoping Memo: Friday, August 15, 2025

-Intervenor testimony: Friday, February 13, 2026
-Rebuttal testimony: Tuesday, March 31, 2026
-Hearings: Monday, April 27, 2026

-Briefs: Friday, June 19, 2026

-Reply briefs: Friday, July 10, 2026

-Proposed Decision: Monday, November 2, 2026
-Decision: Tuesday, December 1, 2026

PG&E anticipates the parties will continue to discuss
scheduling issues in advance of the July 3 prehearing
conference.




Issue

PG&E Position

6b

Track 2

PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 2 include the
Commission's reasonableness review of certain accounts
required to be reviewed in the GRC. As set forth in PG&E's
application, separate tracks for accounts requiring reviews is
consistent with scheduling adopted in recent GRC scoping
ruling. See PG&E's 2027 GRC Application, p. 38.

6C

Track 3

PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 3 include the
Commission's reasonableness review of the costs recorded
to the Electric Capacity and New Business Interim
Memorandum Account (ECNBIMA). As set forth in PG&E's
application, a reasonableness review of costs recorded to
this accountis required under D.24-07-008 and Public
Utilities Code Section 937(b)(3). The ECNBIMA covers the
2024-2026 period. Therefore, costs recovered through the
ECNBIMA will not be final until year-end 2026 and cannot be
presented for review in Track 1 or 2. See PG&E's 2027 GRC
Application, pp. 38-39.

Motions

PG&E intends to file a Motion Requesting an Order to Make
New Revenue Requirements and Associated Ratemaking
Mechanisms Effective January 1, 2027. This type of motion by
a utility is typical during the course of a GRC proceeding.
PG&E anticipates that it may file other motions allowed under
the Commission's rules, as circumstances warrant.

Additional Issues and Questions

PG&E is seeking ways to streamline this proceeding and is
considering establishing a weekly check-in meeting to allow
parties to discuss discovery and other related issues.




# Issue Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, See Protest of the Public Advocates Office to PG&E's Application
2025 Application Section IX.F | to Increase Rates and Charges for Electric and Gas Service
Effective January 1, 2027, Section ll.
3 Receipt of evidence directed See Cal Advocates response to Item 5 below.
to be filed by other Furthermore:
proceedings and other Cal Advocates reserves the right to request the admission of
additional information, information from separate proceedings into the 2027 GRC
including the below. If parties | evidentiary record including, but not limited to the following:
plan to potentially use this information pertaining to SB 1221.
information during the case,
parties should discuss in their
meet and confer and in
written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties
may refer to this information
without delaying submission
of the evidentiary record.
3a AB 1221 implementation See statement above.
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the
pipeline by July 1, 2025;
3b Application 24-05-008 Because the Safety Policy Division, Cal Advocates, and other
(RAMP) ruling requiring filing parties found deficiencies in PG&E's 2024 RAMP, PG&E should
of additional information due | request a determination regarding compliance through a motion
June 20, 2025; process in the RAMP, allowing parties in the RAMP to respond. Cal
Advocates noted in its protest that PG&E did notinclude a
response to Cal Advocates' RAMP comments in its May 15 2025
GRC application. PG&E provided the information to Cal Advocates
onJune 13 2025. PG&E should ensure that the updated
information is served to the service list.
3c SB 410 Energy Capacity No Comment
Auditor’s Reports filings;
3d The potential for sources of The Commission should consider potential alternative sources of
funding other than funding other than from ratepayers in the 2027 GRC.
ratepayers;
3di Funding for activity in the PG&E should identify, cross reference and explain the specific

GRC from PG&E’s federal
loan;

loans that reflect the financing of costs that will be re-paid by
customers. And provide documentation that demonstrate
specifically how these loans benefit customers and show the
calculation demonstrating how the loans reduce financing costs
paid by customers. PG&E should be able to cross reference this
information from its Cost of Capital proceeding.




Issue

Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates)

3dii | The Rule 20 program for Cal Advocates reserves the right to request and review information
undergrounding electricity pertaining to PG&E's Rule 20 program in the course of its review of
lines; PG&E's 2027 GRC.

4 How is PG&E forecasting PG&E's forecasting expense reduction in the Test Year and the
expense reduction inthe Test | comparison to the last available year of recorded expenses, and
Year compared to the last how its forecasted expense reductions are treated in Post-Test
available year of recorded Years should be presented in a clear and easily comprehensible
expenses, and how are format in its testimony, workpapers, and discovery responses.
forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-
Test Years?

5 Whether PG&E should PG&E should presentin a supplemental filing, a listing of
provide a list of other applications and advice letter filings, including those pending or
proceedings that may anticipated to be submitted for Commission approval that may
significantly affect rates affect rates during the pendency of its 2027 GRC. The
during the pendency of this supplemental filing shall include the requested or estimated cost
GRC application besides recovery and effect on rates and residential monthly bills. PG&E
Tracks 2 and 3, including but should provide updates of this information on a quarterly basis
not limited to the PG&E since " the information to be provided is subject to frequent
Energy Resource Recovery change during the course of a year."
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884 With the development of this joint case management statement,
application, and Diablo PG&E has not yet filed its Reply to Protests, so the document PG&E
Canyon proceedings, and references in its Position is not available for parties to reference or
estimated amounts in review.
supplemental testimony.

6 Schedule

6a Track 1 proposed by PG&E Cal Advocates requests an intervenor testimony date of March 31,

2026.

6b Track 2 No Comment

6¢c Track 3 No Comment

7 Motions No Comment

8 Additional Issues and No Comment
Questions




# Issue The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 As TURN noted in its protest, the following issues should be
Application Section IX.F included within the scope:
- Whether PG&E's RAMP to GRC integration is reasonable and
compliant with Commission requirements
- PG&E's proposed depreciation rates versus PG&E's
depreciation study
- PG&E's proposal for its Non-Tariffed Balancing Account
needs to be examined at the same time as its Non-Tariffed
Products & Services Memorandum Account
- Confirm that the scope includes alternative proposals of
parties other than PG&E related to the GRC
- 2025 recorded expenditure data
3 Receipt of evidence directed to be | All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings and other
filed by other proceedings and additional should all be admissible as evidence to this
other additional information, proceeding, since all of them will ultimately have bill impacts,
including the below. If parties hence affecting the affordability of PG&E's request, which is a
plan to potentially use this centralissue in this case. This is particularly importantin this
information during the case, proceeding because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous
parties should discuss in their categories of costs from this GRC, including costs that have
meet and confer and in written typically been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.
statements how and when PG&E
will provide this information and
how parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.
3a AB 1221 implementation through All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24- | otherinformation) identified in the ALJ ruling should all be
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling, admissible as evidence to this proceeding, since all of them
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting the
identification of potential affordability of PG&E's request, which is a centraliissue in this
opportunities to avoid case. Thisis particularly important in this proceeding
replacement by decommissioning | because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous categories
the pipeline by July 1, 2025; of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically
been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.
3b Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) The Commission needs to first review the additional
ruling requiring filing of additional | information submitted on June 20, 2025 to determine if PG&E
information due June 20, 2025; has met the requirements. Itis premature to determine that
PG&E has fully complied with the ruling requirements at this
time, and it is also premature to close the RAMP at this time.
There should be no question that all evidence submitted in the
RAMP should also be admissible in this proceeding. This has
consistently been the case in past GRCs.
3c SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s | All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as

Reports filings;

other information) identified in the ALJ ruling should all be
admissible as evidence to this proceeding, since all of them
will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting the
affordability of PG&E's request, which is a centraliissue in this




Issue

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

case. Thisis particularly important in this proceeding
because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous categories
of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically
been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than ratepayers;

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as
other information) identified in the ALJ ruling should all be
admissible as evidence to this proceeding, since all of them
will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting the
affordability of PG&E's request, which is a centraliissue in this
case. Thisis particularly important in this proceeding
because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous categories
of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically
been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC
from PG&E’s federal loan;

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as
other information) identified in the ALJ ruling should all be
admissible as evidence to this proceeding, since all of them
will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting the
affordability of PG&E's request, which is a centraliissue in this
case. Thisis particularly important in this proceeding
because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous categories
of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically
been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

All of the evidence submitted in other proceedings (as well as
other information) identified in the ALJ ruling should all be
admissible as evidence to this proceeding, since all of them
will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting the
affordability of PG&E's request, which is a centraliissue in this
case. Thisis particularly importantin this proceeding
because PG&E has chosen to exclude numerous categories
of costs from this GRC, including costs that have typically
been included in PG&E's GRCs in the past.

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year
compared to the last available
year of recorded expenses, and
how are forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-Test
Years?

As TURN noted during the meet and confer, this is a "how"
question, and PG&E should respond how it is currently
performing this forecast. Ifitis not currently performing this
forecast, then PG&E should be directed to provide this
information in supplemental testimony

Whether PG&E should provide a
list of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during
the pendency of this GRC
application besides Tracks 2 and
3, including but not limited to the
PG&E Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.

Absolutely. As noted above, PG&E's requests in other
proceedings will ultimately have bill impacts, hence affecting
the affordability of PG&E's request, which is a central issue in
this case. It would be unreasonable and unjust for the
Commission not to consider the total effect on customer rates
and focus only on what's included in this GRC, which is an
arbitrary choice by PG&E




# Issue The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

6 Schedule

6a Track 1 proposed by PG&E TURN is in agreement with PG&E to modify the rate case plan
as follows:
-Scoping Memo: Friday, August 15, 2025
-Intervenor testimony: Friday, February 13, 2026
-Rebuttal testimony: Tuesday, March 31, 2026
-Hearings: Monday, April 27, 2026
-Briefs: Friday, June 19, 2026
-Reply briefs: Friday, July 10, 2026
-Proposed Decision: Monday, November 2, 2026
-Decision: Tuesday, December 1, 2026

6b Track 2 Track 2 schedule should be adjusted accordingly once the
Commission determines the appropriate Track 1 schedule in
order to avoid overlap. As noted in TURN's protest, either the
consideration of the Non-Tariffed Balancing Account and the
associated 50-50 revenue sharing model needs to be moved
to Track 2 of this proceeding, or PG&E must be directed to
provide supplemental testimony in Track 1 to address the
reasonableness of the entries recorded in the Non-Tariffed
Products & Services Memorandum Account. The two issues
cannot be considered separately.

6¢c Track 3 Track 2 schedule should be adjusted accordingly once the
Commission determines the appropriate Track 1 schedule in
order to avoid overlap

7 Motions No known outstanding motions at this time. TURN may file
other motions in the future as circumstances warrant.

8 Additional Issues and Questions
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reduction in the Test Year
compared to the last available
year of recorded expenses, and
how are forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-Test
Years?

# Issue California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 In addition to all the issues identified in PG&E's Application,
Application Section IX.F CalCCA submits that the following issue should be explicitly
included within the scope of this proceeding: "With respect to
the Electric Distribution organization described in Exhibit
(PG&E-4): At what point, and in what form, should PG&E be
required to publicly share information about the 'Pending
Loads' used in its load forecasts? What is a reasonable time
for PG&E to share this data, and what level of detail should be
required for this data?"
3 Receipt of evidence directed to be | CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
filed by other proceedings and
other additional information,
including the below. If parties
plan to potentially use this
information during the case,
parties should discuss in their
meet and confer and in written
statements how and when PG&E
will provide this information and
how parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.
3a AB 1221 implementation through CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by decommissioning
the pipeline by July 1, 2025;
3b Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;
3c SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
Reports filings;
3d The potential for sources of CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
funding other than ratepayers;
3di Funding for activity in the GRC CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
from PG&E’s federal loan;
3dii | The Rule 20 program for CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
undergrounding electricity lines;
4 How is PG&E forecasting expense | CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
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# Issue California Community Choice Association (CalCCA)
5 Whether PG&E should provide a CalCCA is supportive of this proposal. CalCCA notes that
list of other proceedings that may | generally, stakeholders would benefit from transparent,
significantly affect rates during consolidated information regarding the various proceedings
the pendency of this GRC through which PG&E seeks cost recovery and rate increases.
application besides Tracks 2 and This kind of information should be made publicly available on
3, including but not limited to the a regular basis. PG&E should also endeavor to consolidate all
PG&E Energy Resource Recovery its cost recovery requests in its General Rate Case
Account (ERRA) forecast Applications and ERRA Forecast Applications, to the
proceeding; any SB 884 maximum extent possible.
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.
6 Schedule
6a Track 1 proposed by PG&E CalCCA is supportive of The Public Advocates Office's
arguments regarding PG&E's proposed proceeding schedule
in its Protest to PG&E's Application. Parties to this proceeding
need adequate time to review, investigate, and analyze
PG&E's significant cost recovery requests and numerous
associated proposals in this case. PG&E's proposed
schedule, as set forth in its Application, should be modified to
allow parties more time to conduct this review prior to the
submission of Intervenor Testimony. CalCCA supports the
compromise revised schedule circulated by PG&E on June 27,
2025, which sets a deadline for Intervenor Testimony of
February 13, 2026.
6b Track 2 CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
6¢c Track 3 CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
7 Motions CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
8 Additional Issues and Questions CalCCA has no position on this item at this time.
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Issue

California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

—_—

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15,
2025 Application Section IX.F

Farm Bureau is fine with the scope provided by
PG&E, but is supportive of the additional
suggestions or areas other intervenors suggested
in their protests and the meet and confer.

Receipt of evidence directed
to be filed by other
proceedings and other
additional information,
including the below. If
parties plan to potentially use
this information during the
case, parties should discuss
in their meet and confer and
in written statements how
and when PG&E will provide
this information and how
parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.

3a

AB 1221 implementation
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the
pipeline by July 1, 2025;

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.

3b

Application 24-05-008
(RAMP) ruling requiring filing
of additional information due
June 20, 2025;

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than
ratepayers;

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.
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# Issue California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

3di | Funding for activity in the Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
GRC from PG&E’s federal raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.
loan;

3dii | The Rule 20 program for Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
undergrounding electricity raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.
lines;

4 How is PG&E forecasting Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
expense reduction in the Test | raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.
Year compared to the last
available year of recorded
expenses, and how are
forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-

Test Years?

5 Whether PG&E should Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
provide a list of other raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer.
proceedings that may If this information has already been provided in
significantly affect rates discovery, it remains unclear why it cannot be
during the pendency of this packaged for all parties rather than each
GRC application besides individual party needing to make individual
Tracks 2 and 3, including but | requests or search through data requests.
not limited to the PG&E
Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo
Canyon proceedings, and
estimated amounts in
supplemental testimony.

6 Schedule

6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E Farm Bureau supports the February 27th as a

compromise position for the date of intervenor
testimony but would otherwise support Cal
Advocates and TURN’s March 31st date if an
agreement cannot be reached.

6b | Track 2 Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions

raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer
or in response to the spreadsheet.

6c | Track 3 Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions

raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer
orin response to the spreadsheet.
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Issue

California Farm Bureau (Farm Bureau)

Motions

Farm Bureau supports the concerns and positions
raised by other intervenors at the meet and confer
or in response to the spreadsheet.

Additional Issues and
Questions

Farm Bureau supports this and would support a
summary as to what has already been requested in
these meetings or another format to limit duplicate
requests and extra processing for PG&E.
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Issue

California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA)

—

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

As noted in CLECA's protest, the following issues should be
included with the scope of this proceeding:

1. Whether PG&E’s proposals are reasonable in light of the
ongoing ratepayer

affordability crisis;

2. Whether PG&E’s proposed capital expenditures promote
prudent, cost-effective

spending that aligns with a reasonable forecast of when and
where this new load

is expected to materialize; and;

3. Whether PG&E’s proposals adequately safeguard
ratepayers from imprudent

spending and stranded asset costs.

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and other
additional information,

including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer and
in written statements how and when
PG&E will provide this information
and how parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) ruling
requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

3d

The potential for sources of funding
other than ratepayers;

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC from
PG&E’s federal loan;

3di

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year compared
to the last available year of recorded
expenses, and how are forecasted
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# Issue California Large Energy Consumers Association (CLECA)
expense reductions treated in Post-
Test Years?

5 Whether PG&E should provide a list | CLECA supports EPUC/IS's position that PG&E's service of
of other proceedings that may the Cost and Rate Tracker on the GRC service list should be
significantly affect rates during the accompanied by an informational cover sheet that details
pendency of this GRC application the costs addressed in the tracker tool.
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including
but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.

6 Schedule

6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E CLECA supports Cal Advocates' proposal that intervenor

testimony be due by March 31, 2026. Given the scope and
scale of PG&E's GRC request, sufficient time is needed for
intervenors to conduct discovery and perform the analyses
necessary to prepare thoroughly informed testimony in this
proceeding. CLECA intends to continue discussing
scheduling issues with parties in advance of the July 3
prehearing conference.

6b | Track2

6¢c | Track3

7 Motions

8 Additional Issues and Questions
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Issue

Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Municipal Utility
District (together CalPine and SMUD)

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and other
additional information,

including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3d

The potential for sources of funding
other than ratepayers;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC from
PG&E’s federal loan;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year compared
to the last available year of
recorded expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.

Whether PG&E should provide a list
of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the
pendency of this GRC application
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including
but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon

Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
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# Issue Calpine Corporation and Sacramento Municipal Utility
District (together CalPine and SMUD)
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.
6 Schedule
6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
6b | Track 2 Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
6¢c | Track 3 Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
7 Motions Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
8 Additional Issues and Questions Calpine and SMUD have no position at this time.
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Issue

Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)

—

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

CVGS has no position at this time.

Receipt of evidence directed to
be filed by other proceedings
and other additional
information, including the
below. If parties plan to
potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how
and when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

CVGS has no position at this time.

3a

AB 1221 implementation
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f) April
18, 2025 Ruling, Appendix A at 8-
9 requiring identification of
potential opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the pipeline
by July 1, 2025;

CVGS has no position at this time.

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of
additional information due June
20, 2025;

CVGS has no position at this time.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

CVGS has no position at this time.

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than ratepayers;

CVGS has no position at this time.

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC
from PG&E’s federal loan;

CVGS has no position at this time.

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

CVGS has no position at this time.

How is PG&E forecasting
expense reduction in the Test
Year compared to the last
available year of recorded
expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?

CVGS has no position at this time.

Whether PG&E should provide a
list of other proceedings that
may significantly affect rates
during the pendency of this GRC

CVGS has no position at this time.
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Issue

Central Valley Gas Storage, LLC (CVGS)

application besides Tracks 2 and
3, including but not limited to the
PG&E Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.

Schedule

6a

Track 1 proposed by PG&E

CVGS has no position at this time.

6b

Track 2

CVGS has no position at this time.

6¢c

Track 3

CVGS has no position at this time.

Motions

CVGS has no position at this time.

Additional Issues and Questions

CVGS has no position at this time.
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Issue

Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE)

—

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

CUE agrees with PG&E's proposed scope, and recommends
adding the following issue: whether PG&E's Section 935
Report complies with Public Utilities Code § 935.

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and other
additional information,

including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

CUE agrees with PG&E. The Commission's Rules of Practice
and Procedure sufficiently govern the procurement of
information and the presentation of evidence. No additional
procedures are needed for this proceeding.

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;

See comment 3.

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

See comment 3.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

See comment 3.

3d

The potential for sources of funding
other than ratepayers;

See comment 3.

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC from
PG&E’s federal loan;

See comment 3.

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

See comment 3.

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year compared
to the last available year of
recorded expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?

No comment.

Whether PG&E should provide a list
of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the
pendency of this GRC application
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including
but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon

CUE agrees that supplemental testimony is not the proper
mechanism to provide this information. Parties can request
this information through discovery during the pendency of
the proceeding.
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# Issue Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE)
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.
6 Schedule
6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E CUE supports the compromised schedule proposed by PG&E
and TURN.
6b | Track 2 CUE agrees with this approach as it is consistent with prior
GRCs.
6¢c | Track3 CUE agrees with this approach as it is consistent with prior
GRCs.
7 Motions No comment.
8 Additional Issues and Questions No comment.
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# Issue Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated
Shippers (together EPUC/IS)
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 | As noted in EPUC/IS's protest, the following issues should be
Application Section IX.F included within the scope of this proceeding:
1. Whether PG&E’s affordability claims are accurate, given the
substantial costs
and associated revenue requirements being considered outside
of this
proceeding;
2. Whether PG&E’s proposals are supported by accurate
forecasts of electric and
gas demand over the GRC cycle;
3. Whether PG&E’s proposals exacerbate stranded asset and
affordability risks in
light of the Commission’s long-term policy objectives;
4. Whether PG&E’s Alternative Energy Program should be
discontinued in light of
the Commission’s efforts in the Long-Term Gas Planning
Proceeding to create an
orderly gas transition; and
5. Whether PG&E’s proposal to recover behind-the-meter
electrification costs
associated with the Alternative Energy Program should be
considered in the
Long-Term Gas Planning Proceeding R.24-09-012.
3 Receipt of evidence directed to
be filed by other proceedings
and other additional information,
including the below. If parties
plan to potentially use this
information during the case,
parties should discuss in their
meet and confer and in written
statements how and when PG&E
will provide this information and
how parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.
3a | AB 1221 implementation through | EPUC/IS disagree with PG&E's position that information
Long-Term Gas Proceeding pertaining to the Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012)
(R.24-09-012f) April 18, 2025 should remain out of scope for this proceeding. EPUC/IS believe
Ruling, Appendix A at 8-9 that the information PG&E is required to provide in response to
requiring identification of the R.24-09-012 April 18, 2025 Ruling by July 1, 2025, is directly
potential opportunities to avoid relevant to PG&E's TY 2027 GRC gas system proposals.
replacement by Accordingly, the Commission should require PG&E to serve this
decommissioning the pipeline by | information on the TY 2027 GRC service list and order PG&E to
July 1, 2025; submit this information into the proceeding record at the
appropriate time.
3b Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) EPUC/IS do not oppose PG&E's position regarding RAMP

ruling requiring filing of

compliance at this stage. However, during the meet and confer
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# Issue Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated
Shippers (together EPUC/IS)
additional information due June with parties, EPUC/IS clarified that the Commission should not
20, 2025; close the 2024 RAMP proceeding if it determines that PG&E"s
supplemental June 20, 2025 filing is deficient.

3c SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

3d The potential for sources of
funding other than ratepayers;

3di | Funding for activity in the GRC
from PG&E’s federal loan;

3dii | The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

4 How is PG&E forecasting EPUC/IS believe this question is intended to gain further clarity
expense reduction in the Test surrounding PG&E's claims regarding the Application's
Year compared to the last affordability impacts. PG&E's Application frames the magnitude
available year of recorded of its test year revenue requirement request relative to its
expenses, and how are authorized revenue for 2026. (Application at 1). The Application
forecasted expense reductions also states that PG&E's "Simple Affordable Model limits
treated in Post-Test Years? customer bill growth," in part, by "identifying O&M expense

savings to reduce customer costs." (Application at 3). EPUC/IS
interpret the question posed by the ALJ as one that asks how
these forecast expense savings compare to PG&E's last
available year of recorded expenses, and whether PG&E applied
those purported savings to its forecast Post-Test Year revenue
requirements. Accordingly, EPUC/IS believe that PG&E should
be required to qualify the Application's references to forecast
expense savings relative to PG&E's actual recorded expenses as
well as its authorized revenue for 2026.

5 Whether PG&E should provide a EPUC/IS are amenable to PG&E's proposal to serve the Cost and
list of other proceedings that Rate Tracker on the 2027 GRC service list on a quarterly basis.
may significantly affect rates However, during the meet and confer, EPUC/IS requested that
during the pendency of this GRC | this service also include a cover sheet that provides an overview
application besides Tracks 2 and | of the proceedings and associated revenue requirement
3, including but not limited to the | impacts addressed in the Cost and Rate Tracker. This cover
PG&E Energy Resource Recovery | sheet would provide an accessible and digestible description of
Account (ERRA) forecast the requested costs included in the Cost and Rate Tracker, the
proceeding; any SB 884 estimated dates that these costs will be in effect, and other
application, and Diablo Canyon pertinent information necessary to facilitate intervenors' and the
proceedings, and estimated Commission's use of the Cost and Rate Tracker to evaluate the
amounts in supplemental reasonableness of PG&E's request in this proceeding. Itis
testimony. unclear whether PG&E's proposal to produce an instructional

"read me" index would provide this level of detail.

6 Schedule

6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E EPUC/IS share Cal Advocates' concerns with PG&E's proposed
Intervenor Testimony submission deadline of December 15,
2025, and support Cal Advocates' request that Intervenor
Testimony be due March 31, 2026. EPUC/IS will continue to
discuss scheduling issues with parties in advance of the July 3
prehearing conference.

6b | Track2
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# Issue Energy Producers and Users Coalition and the Indicated
Shippers (together EPUC/IS)

6c | Track3

7 Motions

8 Additional Issues and Questions
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Issue

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

—_—

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15,
2025 Application Section IX.F

Receipt of evidence directed
to be filed by other
proceedings and other
additional information,
including the below. If
parties plan to potentially use
this information during the
case, parties should discuss
in their meet and confer and
in written statements how
and when PG&E will provide
this information and how
parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.

3a

AB 1221 implementation
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the
pipeline by July 1, 2025;

3b

Application 24-05-008
(RAMP) ruling requiring filing
of additional information due
June 20, 2025;

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

EDF supports additional Energy Capacity Auditor
Reports being shared with the 2027 GRC service
list as they become available. Parties should have
the opportunity to submit discovery requests
related to these Reports within the 2027 GRC, and
to reference these Reports in filings in the 2027
GRC.
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Issue

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than
ratepayers;

3di

Funding for activity in the
GRC from PG&E’s federal
loan;

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity
lines;

How is PG&E forecasting
expense reduction in the Test
Year compared to the last
available year of recorded
expenses, and how are
forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-
Test Years?

Whether PG&E should
provide a list of other
proceedings that may
significantly affect rates
during the pendency of this
GRC application besides
Tracks 2 and 3, including but
not limited to the PG&E
Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo
Canyon proceedings, and
estimated amounts in
supplemental testimony.

Schedule

EDF does not oppose the schedule PG&E
proposed as part of its application

6a

Track 1 proposed by PG&E

EDF recommends covering the following issues in
Track 1: load forecasting for electrification, load
flexibility, data center load forecasts, and
clarification about the role of hydrogen in the gas
pipeline.

6b

Track 2

6C

Track 3

Motions

28




Issue

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF)

Additional Issues and
Questions
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Issue

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and other
additional information,

including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

No evidence or testimony aside from PG&E's has been
presented regarding PG&E's compliance with RAMP and
RAMP ruling requirements. The Commission should decide
PG&E compliance with RAMP requirements as part of final
decision in the present proceeding.

If RAMP is closed the final decision should state previous
precedent of allowing intervenor hours to be carried forward
into the present proceeding.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

3d

The potential for sources of funding
other than ratepayers;

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC from
PG&E’s federal loan;

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year compared
to the last available year of
recorded expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?

Whether PG&E should provide a list
of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the
pendency of this GRC application

MGRA stated in its Protest that there will be potential overlap
in scope between PG&E's planned SB 884 application and its
rate case. PG&E's proposed "bridge" funding provides
funding for undergrounding regardless of EUP application
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# Issue Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including outcomes, and would leave high-risk lines unmitigated in the
but not limited to the PG&E Energy event EUP determines CBR for those circuits is unfavorable.
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) | Supplemental testimony will be required in order to ensure
forecast proceeding; any SB 884 adequate wildfire mitigation occurs regardless of EUP
application, and Diablo Canyon application outcomes and that costs are reasonable.
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental One approach would be for PG&E to replace its proposed
testimony. “Bridge” program with an “Alternative” plan as part of this
application. This Alternative would consist of an analysis of
circuit segments proposed for undergrounding in the 2027-
2030 time frame, which will be consistent with circuit
segments submitted in the EUP application, combined with
analysis of alternative mitigations for these circuits and
cost/benefit calculations for each. The current proceeding
would then review and approve undergrounding, alternative
mitigation, or no mitigation for each of these circuit
segments. (MGRA Protest, pp. 6-7)
6 Schedule
6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E MGRA's protest notes that ensuring consistency between the
GRC and SB 884 applications and ensuring fairness to
ratepayers and safety to residents will have schedule
impacts. MGRA's proposal would allow parties to submit
alternatives to PG&E's bridge proposal along with a briefing
phase (MGRA Protest, p. 8), resulting in a determinative ruling
~15 weeks after the Scoping Memo. Required modifications
to schedule would have intervenor testimony due in mid-
2026.
6b | Track2
6c | Track3
7 Motions
8 Additional Issues and Questions Among the issues relevant to this GRC MGRA lists in its

protest are:

- Whether PG&E's "risk averse" scaling function is reasonable
- Whether PG&E has adequately analyzed alternatives to its
undergrounding program, including combination of covered
conductor with technologies and operational responses.
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Issue

Northern California Generation Coalition
(NCGCQC)

Introductions

No position at this time.

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15,
2025 Application Section IX.F

No position at this time.

Receipt of evidence directed
to be filed by other
proceedings and other
additional information,
including the below. If
parties plan to potentially use
this information during the
case, parties should discuss
in their meet and confer and
in written statements how
and when PG&E will provide
this information and how
parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.

No position at this time.

3a

AB 1221 implementation
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the
pipeline by July 1, 2025;

No position at this time.

3b

Application 24-05-008
(RAMP) ruling requiring filing
of additional information due
June 20, 2025;

No position at this time.

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

No position at this time.

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than
ratepayers;

No position at this time.

3di

Funding for activity in the
GRC from PG&E’s federal
loan;

No position at this time.
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Issue

Northern California Generation Coalition
(NCGCQC)

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity
lines;

No position at this time.

How is PG&E forecasting
expense reduction in the Test
Year compared to the last
available year of recorded
expenses, and how are
forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-
Test Years?

No position at this time.

Whether PG&E should
provide a list of other
proceedings that may
significantly affect rates
during the pendency of this
GRC application besides
Tracks 2 and 3, including but
not limited to the PG&E
Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo
Canyon proceedings, and
estimated amounts in
supplemental testimony.

No position at this time.

Schedule

No position at this time.

6a

Track 1 proposed by PG&E

No position at this time.

6b

Track 2

No position at this time.

6C

Track 3

No position at this time.

Motions

No position at this time.

Additional Issues and
Questions

No position at this time.
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# Issue Sierra Club
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 Sierra Club agrees with an issue raised in TURN's protest that
Application Section IX.F the Commission should confirm that the scope includes
affirmative proposals of parties other than PG&E related to the
GRC. As an example, Sierra Club intends to propose changes
and/or additional details with regard to PG&E's Alternative
Energy Program implementation, which is discussed in PG&E's
GRC testimony. While Sierra Club believes this type of
proposalis already in scope, confirmation would be helpful to
ensure resources are not needlessly expended on this issue
were this type of proposal later viewed as out of scope.
3 Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and
other additional information,
including the below. If parties
plan to potentially use this
information during the case,
parties should discuss in their
meet and confer and in written
statements how and when PG&E
will provide this information and
how parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.
3a | AB 1221 implementation through Sierra Club believes that the gas system mapping required
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24- | under SB 1221 is relevant to this proceeding and should be part
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling, of the record. Under the April 18, 2025 Ruling in R.24-09-012,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring information these maps should include "pipeline identified by
identification of potential the gas utility as a potential opportunity to avoid replacement
opportunities to avoid by decommissioning the pipeline. If the utility identifies
replacement by decommissioning | different potential sites for different programs, indicate which
the pipeline by July 1, 2025; program. For example, include PG&E's Alternative Energy
Program." Because PG&E is seeking approval of its Alternative
Energy Program ("AEP) in its 2027 GRC Application, mapping of
potential sites for non-pipeline alternatives submitted in R.24-
09-012 is directly relevant and informative to its GRC request.
Itis Sierra Club's understanding that PG&E will submit its first
set of maps onJuly 1, 2025 and that the maps will be GIS
based. Given their format, the maps are not something
another party can easily add to the record. The maps should
therefore expressly be included as part of the record here, with
parties able to refer to them as needed.
3b Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) No position at this time
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;
3c | SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s | No position at this time
Reports filings;
3d The potential for sources of No position at this time

funding other than ratepayers;
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Issue

Sierra Club

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC
from PG&E’s federal loan;

No position at this time

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

No position at this time

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year
compared to the last available
year of recorded expenses, and
how are forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-Test
Years?

No additional comment at this time

Whether PG&E should provide a
list of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during
the pendency of this GRC
application besides Tracks 2 and
3, including but not limited to the
PG&E Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.

No position at this time

Schedule

6a

Track 1 proposed by PG&E

Sierra Club supports TURN and other parties who indicated
additional time is needed for intervenor testimony. Sierra Club

supports TURN's proposed schedule.

6b

Track 2

No position at this time

6¢c

Track 3

No position at this time

Motions

No position at this time

Additional Issues and Questions

None at this time
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# Issue Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)
1 Introductions
2 Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 SBUA strongly supports the inclusion of affordability as a
Application Section IX.F delineated issue that encompasses both residential and non-
residential affordability metrics and evaluation.
3 Receipt of evidence directed to be SBUA believes that once the definitive list of additional
filed by other proceedings and other | proceedings that should be included in this proceeding is
additional information, determined by the Scoping Memo - any needed
including the below. If parties plan supplemental testimony should be filed in a timely manner
to potentially use this information allow intervenors to include analysis in direct testimony. In
during the case, parties should addition, parties should be able to refer to the record of those
discuss in their meet and confer proceedings by taking administrative notice of the document
and in written statements how and in question.
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.
3a | AB 1221 implementation through No position
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;
3b Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) SBUA believes the question of whether PG&E complied fully
ruling requiring filing of additional with all requirements of the 2024 RAMP should be a scoped
information due June 20, 2025; issue in the proceeding. Any final decision in t he RAMP
proceeding needs the inclusion of language that intervenor
hours from the RAMP proceeding can be claimed for
intervenor compensation at the conclusion of the GRC
proceeding.
3c | SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s No position
Reports filings;
3d The potential for sources of funding | SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of alternative
other than ratepayers; sources of funding.
3di | Funding for activity in the GRC from | SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of the federal
PG&E’s federal loan; loan.
3dii | The Rule 20 program for SBUA supports party analysis and discussion of Rule 20.
undergrounding electricity lines;
4 How is PG&E forecasting expense SBUA supports the understanding of parties from the meet &
reduction in the Test Year compared | confer of how the information is presented for review.
to the last available year of
recorded expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?
5 Whether PG&E should provide alist | SBUA supports all parties having the ability to provide a

of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the
pendency of this GRC application
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including

timely listing of proceedings that should be included in the
2027 GRC.
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# Issue Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA)
but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
amounts in supplemental
testimony.
6 Schedule
6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E SBUA supports Intervenor Testimony due on March 31, 2026
6b | Track2
6¢c | Track 3
7 Motions SBUA does not have any motions planned at this time.
8 Additional Issues and Questions
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Issue

Southern California Edison Company (SCE)

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025
Application Section IX.F

Receipt of evidence directed to be
filed by other proceedings and other
additional information,

including the below. If parties plan
to potentially use this information
during the case, parties should
discuss in their meet and confer
and in written statements how and
when PG&E will provide this
information and how parties may
refer to this information without
delaying submission of the
evidentiary record.

3a

AB 1221 implementation through
Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-
09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid replacement
by decommissioning the pipeline by
July 1, 2025;

3b

Application 24-05-008 (RAMP)
ruling requiring filing of additional
information due June 20, 2025;

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s
Reports filings;

3d

The potential for sources of funding
other than ratepayers;

3di

Funding for activity in the GRC from
PG&E’s federal loan;

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity lines;

How is PG&E forecasting expense
reduction in the Test Year compared
to the last available year of
recorded expenses, and how are
forecasted expense reductions
treated in Post-Test Years?

Whether PG&E should provide a list
of other proceedings that may
significantly affect rates during the
pendency of this GRC application
besides Tracks 2 and 3, including
but not limited to the PG&E Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA)
forecast proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo Canyon
proceedings, and estimated
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# Issue Southern California Edison Company (SCE)
amounts in supplemental
testimony.
6 Schedule
6a | Track 1 proposed by PG&E SCE supports the compromised schedule proposed by PG&E
and TURN.
6b | Track2
6c | Track3
7 Motions
8 Additional Issues and Questions
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Issue

Southern California Generation Coalition and
City of Palo Alto, California (together SCGC and
Palo Alto)

Introductions

Scope: see PG&E’s May 15,
2025 Application Section IX.F

SCGC/Palo Alto agree that the issue raised in their
protest (continuation of Reserve Capacity for
PG&E's natural gas transmission system for the
Test Year 2027 GRC period) is covered by the list of
issues, particularly, issues 1 and 7.a, in Section
IX.Fin PG&E's Application.

Receipt of evidence directed
to be filed by other
proceedings and other
additional information,
including the below. If
parties plan to potentially use
this information during the
case, parties should discuss
in their meet and confer and
in written statements how
and when PG&E will provide
this information and how
parties may refer to this
information without delaying
submission of the evidentiary
record.

No Position

3a

AB 1221 implementation
through Long-Term Gas
Proceeding (R.24-09-012f)
April 18, 2025 Ruling,
Appendix A at 8-9 requiring
identification of potential
opportunities to avoid
replacement by
decommissioning the
pipeline by July 1, 2025;

No Position

3b

Application 24-05-008
(RAMP) ruling requiring filing
of additional information due
June 20, 2025;

No Position

3c

SB 410 Energy Capacity
Auditor’s Reports filings;

No Position
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Issue

Southern California Generation Coalition and
City of Palo Alto, California (together SCGC and
Palo Alto)

3d

The potential for sources of
funding other than
ratepayers;

No Position

3di

Funding for activity in the
GRC from PG&E’s federal
loan;

No Position

3dii

The Rule 20 program for
undergrounding electricity
lines;

No Position

How is PG&E forecasting
expense reduction in the Test
Year compared to the last
available year of recorded
expenses, and how are
forecasted expense
reductions treated in Post-
Test Years?

No Position

Whether PG&E should
provide a list of other
proceedings that may
significantly affect rates
during the pendency of this
GRC application besides
Tracks 2 and 3, including but
not limited to the PG&E
Energy Resource Recovery
Account (ERRA) forecast
proceeding; any SB 884
application, and Diablo
Canyon proceedings, and
estimated amounts in
supplemental testimony.

Yes. Include in the list of other proceedings PG&E's
Application for Approval of Natural Gas
Curtailment Procedures, A.24-05-004

Schedule

6a

Track 1 proposed by PG&E

No Position

6b

Track 2

No Position

6C

Track 3

No Position

Motions

No SCGC/Palo Alto motions at this time.

Additional Issues and
Questions

None.
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	Attachment B.pdf
	PG&E Position
	Issue
	#
	See Attendance Tab
	Introductions
	1
	PG&E proposes that each of the issues identified in its application be specifically included within the scope of this proceeding.  See PG&E 2027 GRC Application, Section IX.F (Issues to be Considered).  PG&E believes that the issues raised by parties in their protests and responses are adequately covered by this list.  Accordingly, PG&E asks that the Assigned Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) adopt this list as the list of issues to be considered in this proceeding.
	Scope: see PG&E’s May 15, 2025 Application Section IX.F
	2
	Receipt of evidence directed to be filed by other proceedings and other additional information, including  the below. If parties plan to potentially use this information during the case, parties should discuss in their meet and confer and in written statements how and when PG&E will provide this information and how parties may refer to this information without delaying submission of the evidentiary record. 
	3
	 PG&E's 2027 General Rate Case should stand on the evidentiary record submitted in the proceeding, which includes written testimony entered into the record by the parties, discovery responses admitted into the record, oral testimony and other materials submitted during evidentiary hearings.  PG&E respectfully urges that the Commission keep matters unrelated to the 2027 GRC outside the scope of this proceeding.  PG&E also notes that separate proceedings may involve other utilities and stakeholders who are not parties to the 2027 GRC, and that litigating issues addressed in those proceedings within the GRC could result in regulatory confusion and conflicting decisions. With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of information from separate proceedings into the 2027 GRC evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case basis, based on whether that information is relevant to the 2027 GRC.  PG&E further believes that parties' discovery rights will enable them to request from PG&E information/materials that PG&E provides in separate proceedings, to the extent the information is also relevant to issues in the 2027 GRC.    PG&E seeks to avoid delaying the submission of the evidentiary record in this GRC to the extent separate proceedings have an extended schedule. 
	PG&E understands this issue to be referring to SB 1221 (decarbonization planning).  PG&E does not believe that SB 1221 implementation or other issues being considered in the Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012) are within scope for PG&E's 2027 GRC. That proceeding includes different parties, separate analyses, and consideration of pilot programs necessary to fully evaluate the appropriate method and approach to gas pipeline decommissioning.  PG&E further understands that the schedule for the Long-Term Gas Proceeding may extend beyond the schedule for Track 1 issues in the 2027 GRC (including gas system issues).  At this time, PG&E believes that analyses completed and decisions reached in the Long-Term Gas proceeding will likely not be ready to allow them to be incorporated and considered in PG&E's 2031 General Rate Case. As such, PG&E generally believes that information pertaining to the Long-Term Gas Proceeding should remain out of scope for this proceeding.With that said, PG&E believes that the admission of information from the Long-Term Gas Proceeding into the 2027 GRC evidentiary record can be decided on a case-by-case basis, based on whether that information is relevant to the 2027 GRC.  PG&E further believes that parties' discovery rights will enable them to request from PG&E information/materials that PG&E provides in the Long-Term Gas Proceeding, to the extent the information is also relevant to issues in the 2027 GRC.  
	AB 1221 implementation through Long-Term Gas Proceeding (R.24-09-012f) April 18, 2025 Ruling, Appendix A at 8-9 requiring identification of potential opportunities to avoid replacement by decommissioning the pipeline by July 1, 2025; 
	3a
	PG&E believes that it fully complied with all requirements in the 2024 RAMP, including those set forth in the for the April 22, 2025 RAMP ruling requiring PG&E to file and serve additional information by June 20, 2025 in both the 2024 RAMP and 2027 GRC.  PG&E recommends that the Commission determine that PG&E has fully complied with all 2024 RAMP and April 22 RAMP ruling requirements.  PG&E further recommends that the Commission issue a final decision in the 2024 RAMP that: (1) contains this and other relevant findings and (2) closes the 2024 RAMP.  PG&E does not object to parties referencing materials and information submitted in the 2024 RAMP.     
	3b
	 Application 24-05-008 (RAMP) ruling requiring filing of additional information due June 20, 2025;
	PG&E included two Energy Capacity Auditor Reports in supporting testimony.  See Exhibit (PG&E-4), Chapter 10, Attachments A and B (titled Pacific Gas & Electric Company SB 410 Powering Up Californians Act Assessment (March 3) and  Pacific Gas & Electric Company SB 410 Powering Up Californians Act Assessment (April 30, 2025)).   PG&E agrees to provide any additional Energy Capacity Auditor Reports to the 2027 GRC service list as they become available.  
	SB 410 Energy Capacity Auditor’s Reports filings;
	3c
	PG&E's position is that that scope of the 2027 GRC should address whether PG&E's GRC proposals and cost-recovery from customers are "just and reasonable."  The consideration of alternative sources of funding other than from customers may be appropriate on a case-by-case basis, consistent with the Commission's decisions in prior proceedings.   Such consideration may involve assessing relevant industry practices and government actions regarding alternative funding for activities being addressed in this proceeding.
	3d
	 The potential for sources of funding other than ratepayers;
	Federal and state loans are not applied or used to offset costs included in PG&E's GRC cost-recovery request, as these loans reflect financing for costs that will be re-paid by customers.  These loans benefit customers by reducing financing costs paid by customers.  PG&E notes that financing cost issues are addressed in the Cost of Capital proceeding.PG&E further notes that the terms and conditions of the loans, including the specific use of the loans, are determined, in part, by the federal and state entities providing the loans. 
	 Funding for activity in the GRC from PG&E’s federal loan;
	3di
	PG&E notes that Rule 20 enables entities to perform targeted undergrounding largely for aesthetics and other purposes unrelated to wildfire mitigation.  PG&E does not consider Rule 20 as a reasonable alternative to its proposed wildfire mitigation program nor the funding of PG&E's proposed wildfire mitigation activities. 
	The Rule 20 program for undergrounding electricity lines; 
	3dii
	PG&E is unclear whether it understands the question/issue posed by the ALJ.  During the meet and confer with parties, PG&E stated that it sees this question/issue as one that should be addressed during the course of the proceeding through discovery, testimony, and briefing.  Following discussion with the parties, PG&E will agree to work with the Commission and parties to the extent the ALJ is asking how PG&E can present certain cost information in different formats to facilitate the Commission's and parties' review of the forecasts presented by PG&E in this proceeding.  
	How is PG&E forecasting expense reduction in the Test Year compared to the last available year of recorded expenses, and how are forecasted expense reductions treated in Post-Test Years?
	4
	PG&E does not believe that supplemental testimony is the proper mechanism to provide this information, given that the information to be provided is subject to frequent change during the course of a year.  For example, costs typically addressed in ERRA and CEMA proceedings are incurred over the course of a year.  PG&E also has already responded to discovery on this topic.  PG&E submits a Cost and Rate Tracker on a quarterly basis to the Commission that is posted on the Commission's website.  PG&E agrees to serve this tracker on the 2027 GRC service lists on a quarterly basis, as PG&E submits them to the Commission.  PG&E already provides the pertinent information requested by parties, but will produce an instructional "read me" index on where to find information in the Cost and Rate Tracker. Please see PG&E's Reply to Protests for PG&E's position regarding the consideration of these issues in the 2027 GRC.
	Whether PG&E should provide a list of other proceedings that may significantly affect rates during the pendency of this GRC application besides Tracks 2 and 3, including but not limited to the PG&E Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) forecast proceeding;  any SB 884 application, and Diablo Canyon proceedings,  and estimated amounts in supplemental testimony. 
	5
	 
	6
	 Schedule
	PG&E is in agreement with TURN to modify the rate case plan as follows:  -Scoping Memo: Friday, August 15, 2025-Intervenor testimony: Friday, February 13, 2026-Rebuttal testimony: Tuesday, March 31, 2026-Hearings: Monday, April 27, 2026-Briefs: Friday, June 19, 2026-Reply briefs: Friday, July 10, 2026-Proposed Decision: Monday, November 2, 2026-Decision: Tuesday, December 1, 2026PG&E anticipates the parties will continue to discuss scheduling issues in advance of the July 3 prehearing conference. 
	Track 1 proposed by PG&E
	6a
	PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 2 include the Commission's reasonableness review of certain accounts required to be reviewed in the GRC.  As set forth in PG&E's application, separate tracks for accounts requiring reviews is consistent with scheduling adopted in recent GRC scoping ruling.  See PG&E's 2027 GRC Application, p. 38.
	Track 2
	6b
	PG&E proposes that the scope of Track 3 include the Commission's reasonableness review of the costs recorded to the Electric Capacity and New Business Interim Memorandum Account (ECNBIMA).   As set forth in PG&E's application, a reasonableness review of costs recorded to this account is required under D.24-07-008 and Public Utilities Code Section 937(b)(3).  The ECNBIMA covers the 2024-2026 period.  Therefore, costs recovered through the ECNBIMA will not be final until year-end 2026 and cannot be presented for review in Track 1 or 2. See PG&E's 2027 GRC Application, pp. 38-39.
	Track 3
	6c
	PG&E intends to file a Motion Requesting an Order to Make New Revenue Requirements and Associated Ratemaking Mechanisms Effective January 1, 2027.  This type of motion by a utility is typical during the course of a GRC proceeding.  PG&E anticipates that it may file other motions allowed under the Commission's rules, as circumstances warrant.  
	Motions
	7
	PG&E is seeking ways to streamline this proceeding and is considering establishing a weekly check-in meeting to allow parties to discuss discovery and other related issues.
	8
	 Additional Issues and Questions


