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CalCCA’s Comments on Fall Update   

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS1 

The Commission should reject PG&E’s unlawful banked REC proposal and its unreasonable RA 
SoD valuation proposal. Those proposals significantly worsen the PCIA rate increases departed 
customers would suffer in 2026. PG&E’s banked REC proposal, in particular, could unfairly 
saddle departed customers with over a billion dollars in costs over the coming years. And PG&E’s 
unreasonable Slice of Day RA valuation proposal would deny departed load customers their fair 
share of the value of PG&E’s battery resources, shifting  in costs 
from bundled to departed customers. The Commission should never allow PG&E to bend the PCIA 
framework to harm departed customers, but especially not at a time when departed customers 
already face the prospect of significant rate increases in 2026. 

 

 

1  Acronyms and defined terms used in this Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body 
of these comments. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON  
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S FALL UPDATE TESTIMONY 

California Community Choice Association 2  (CalCCA) hereby submits Comments on 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Fall Update Testimony in the Application of Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with its 

2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges 

Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation (U39E) (Application) 

 

2  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
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per the procedural schedule established by the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and 

Ruling3 (Scoping Memo) as modified by the Administrative Law Judge’s (ALJ) November 4, 2025 

E-Mail Ruling Granting Motion for Leave to File Fall Update Errata.4 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Although Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) has remained conspicuously silent on 

the issue, the Commission must appreciate the enormous impact PG&E’s rate proposals put 

forward in its Fall Update Testimony would have on Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 

(PCIA) rates overall. Increases in year-over-year PCIA rates proposed by PG&E are the result of 

a confluence of factors that, together, have created a “perfect storm” for departed load customers, 

which represent over 50% of the load in PG&E’s service territory. The resulting PCIA rates 

skyrocket across the board, but they are nothing short of staggering for vintages 2021 to 2024, 

which all experience increases greater than seven cents: 

 

3  Application (A.) 25-05-011, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling at 4 (Jul. 31, 
2025). 
4  A.25-05-011/A.25-09-015, E-Mail Ruling Granting Motion for Leave to File Fall Update Errata 
(Nov. 4, 2025). 





CalCCA’s Comments on Fall Update 4 

noted in previous years5), there is no “balancing out” this year. All the market factors fall against 

departed load in PG&E’s Fall Update. As set out in Table 12-3 of PG&E’s Fall Update testimony, 

the 2025 year-end Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) balance is forecast to be under-

collected by $2,026 million.6 Several factors contribute to this, the most significant of which is a 

drop in the RA market-price benchmark (MPB) for System, Local and Flex RA, which dropped 

from $40.31/kW-month, $13.29/kW-month, and $16.97/kW-month (2025 Forecast), 7 

respectively, to $11.21/kW-month (2025 Final RA MPB). 8  The changes to the RA MPB—

exacerbated by the Commission’s decision in Decision (D.) 25-06-049 to apply those changes 

retroactively to 2025—result in a reduction of Retained RA value of $630 million.9 On top of the 

impacts of the changes to the RA MPB, PG&E is updating how it accounts for flexible capacity 

provided by battery storage resources, resulting in a further reduction in Retained RA capacity of 

$415 million. The Commission’s recent approval of PG&E’s proposal to change the manner in 

 

5  See Response to ALJ Ruling of California Community Choice Association, A.24-05-009 (October 
14, 2024) at 7 (“Many times, including this year, the swings in the forecasts counteract each other. While 
the RA MPBs are high this year, declines in the Energy Index offset those increases and mitigate resulting 
rate increases . . .”). 
6   Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account and Generation Non-
Bypassable Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation Fall 
Update Testimony (Fall Update) (October 15, 2025) at 18. 
7  Energy Division, Market Price Benchmark Calculations 2025 at 1 (Oct. 1 2025). Unfortunately, 
Energy Division’s tables released October 1, 2025, misstate the 2025 Forecast RA MPBs because they do 
not reflect later-served errata. The correct 2025 Forecast RA MPBs are $40.31/kW-month, $13.29/kW-
month, and $16.97/kW-month for System, Local, and Flex instead of $42.54/kW-month, 13.29/kW-month, 
and $14.16/kW-month, respectively. 
8  The 2025 Final RA MPB is a combined figure due to the Commission’s change to the methodology 
in D.25-06-049. 
9  Fall Update at 21:14-16. 
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which it accounts for capacity on outage may have further contributed to a decrease in the market 

value of PG&E’s PCIA portfolio.10 

Other significant drivers of the 2025 PABA undercollection include $535 million lower 

than expected California Independent System Operator (CAISO) revenues due largely to 

electricity market prices estimated to be 25 percent lower than the 2025 Brown Power 

Benchmark,11 and $220 million greater net procurement costs due mainly to lower than expected 

net RA transaction revenues than forecasted.12 In addition, the 2025 RPS MPB dropped 10 percent 

and RPS sales decreased, reducing the value of PG&E’s PCIA-eligible renewable energy portfolio 

by $185 million.13 As a result of these factors, departed customers’ cost responsibility for the PCIA 

revenue requirement increases by a staggering 455 percent from 2025 to 2026.14 The change in 

departed customers’ PCIA cost responsibility is an order of magnitude larger than the change in 

bundled customers’ cost responsibility.  

 

10  Id. at 18, Table 12-3; see Resolution E-5416 (Oct. 9, 2025) (approving PG&E Advice Letter 7578-
E, requesting revisions to PG&E’s Bundled Procurement Plan – Appendix S Sales Framework). 
11  Fall Update at 19:4-15. 
12  Id. at 19:27-28. 
13  Id. at 20:32- 21:7. 
14  CalCCA is not recommending any special action to mitigate these impacts on its members’ 
customers at this time; however, the Commission should take note that when rates have changed drastically 
in the past the Commission has created mechanisms to address rate shock. For example, in 2020, the 
Commission created a mechanism to lessen the immediate impact on rates that would have occurred due to 
the 2020 forecast PCIA Undercollection Balancing Account (PUBA) undercollection by spreading that 
impact over three years. D.20-12-035 at 54. In 2021 the Commission considered potential two-year 
amortization in PG&E’s 2022 ERRA case. Email Ruling Ordering Additional ERRA-Main Data, A.21-06-
001 (December 17, 2021). Similar consideration was given in 2019 to addressing a $972.5 million 
undercollection in Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) Energy Resource Recovery Account, 
although a 12-month amortization period was eventually chosen. D.19-01-045 at 1.The possibility of 
instability and uncertainty in PCIA rates coming in 2027, including due to potential changes made in Track 
Two of the PCIA OIR (R.25-02-005), weighs against such a rate mitigation approach at this time in PG&E’s 
service territory, although amortization of PCIA-related revenue requirements may make sense in other 
service territories or at a later date. 



CalCCA’s Comments on Fall Update 6 

With such unprecedented rate increases looming, the Commission must now, more than 

ever, take caution against utility proposals aimed at artificially inflating PCIA rates or improperly 

shifting costs to unbundled customers. CalCCA has demonstrated at length how PG&E’s pre-2019 

banked REC and RA SoD valuation proposals will do just that. How the Fall Update changes the 

impact of those proposals is discussed in more detail below.  

II. PG&E’S BANKED REC PROPOSAL SHOULD BE REJECTED AS IT WOULD 
UNLAWFULLY SHIFT OVER A BILLION DOLLARS OF COSTS ONTO 
DEPARTED LOAD CUSTOMERS 

In its Fall Update testimony, PG&E maintains its proposal to use pre-2019 banked RECs 

to benefit its bundled customers without providing a credit to the departed customers who paid for 

a portion of those RECs. As CalCCA discusses in opening and reply briefs, PG&E’s proposal in 

this case is a sharp departure from PG&E’s approach to banked RECs in prior ERRA Forecast 

cases. In those prior cases, PG&E has regularly credited departed load vintages for its use of pre-

2019 banked RECs.15 Its proposal to deny departed customers those credits going forward violates 

Section 366.2(g) of the Public Utilities Code 16  and the Commission’s settled indifference 

framework17 and exacerbates the PCIA rate increases discussed above. 

PG&E’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) procurement strategy, most-recently 

approved in December 2024,18 drives its about-face on banked RECs. As CalCCA explains in its 

reply brief, PG&E’s RPS strategy squeezes departed load customers to benefit bundled customers 

 

15  See CalCCA Opening Brief at 34-36. 
16  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified. 
17  See CalCCA Opening Brief at 28-34; CalCCA Reply Brief at 11-14. 
18  See D.24-12-035, Decision on 2024 Renewable Portfolio Standard Procurement Plans (Dec. 24, 
2024). 
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by explicitly planning to use banked RECs without a corresponding credit to departed load.19 

PG&E’s Fall Update acknowledges and illustrates the utility’s RPS strategy: PG&E seeks to sell 

itself short in the forecast year, either by selling from PG&E’s bundled customer Voluntary 

Allocation, or by selling from its overall PCIA RPS-eligible portfolio; essentially toggling between 

these two options to sell from the bucket that puts bundled customers in the best position.20 In its 

May testimony, for instance, PG&E forecast 2,300,000 MWh of REC sales for 2026 delivery from 

PG&E’s Voluntary Allocation share, contributing to PG&E’s short RPS position in 2026. 

However, in its Fall Update testimony, PG&E states 250,000 MWh of sales for 2026 delivery 

would in fact be delivered from PG&E’s overall PCIA RPS-eligible portfolio, and not from its 

Voluntary Allocation, to “reduce risk to bundled customers driven by MPB volatility.”21 The key 

that unlocks this “sell-short-and-backfill” strategy is a voluminous bank of surplus RECs from 

prior years. In its Opening Brief, PG&E transparently argues it must use banked RECs for free—

without any credit to the departed customers who helped pay for those RECs when they were 

initially generated and retained—to execute its RPS strategy.22  

While PG&E is authorized to sell RPS products from its bundled customer Voluntary 

Allocation and to use banked RECs to cover any shortfall towards its Minimum Retained RPS 

obligation, CalCCA has explained in briefs that PG&E’s proposal to assign zero value to pre-2019 

banked RECs violates Section 366.2(g) of the Public Utilities Code.23 Further, PG&E’s proposal 

violates the settled indifference framework the Commission has established over the past two 

 

19  See CalCCA Reply Brief at 4-10. 
20  Fall Update at 14. 
21  Id. 
22  PG&E Opening Brief at 35-38. 
23  CalCCA Opening Brief at 28-34. 
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proposal—will be forced to weather the perfect storm of revenue requirement impacts described 

above. For the reasons described in CalCCA’s brief and these comments, the Commission should 

reject PG&E’s proposal to deny departed customers any credits to pre-2019 banked RECs and 

adopt CalCCA’s recommended methodology. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT ADOPT EITHER OF PG&E’S SOD RA 
METHODOLOGIES AND INSTEAD SHOULD CONSIDER SOD RA 
VALUATION METHODOLOGIES IN R.25-02-005 

Neither of PG&E’s RA SoD valuation methodologies have been vetted thoroughly enough 

to be adopted, especially given large variability in the values at stake. There are now three distinct 

RA SoD valuation methodologies that have been proposed: two by PG&E and one by SCE, 

demonstrating the value in considering this issue in the PCIA proceeding (R.25-02-005) to develop 

a robust and universal methodology. PG&E’s RA SoD valuation methodology has been a moving 

target in this proceeding. In direct testimony, PG&E proposed a methodology that would have 

resulted in a near-zero capacity value for PG&E’s PCIA-eligible batteries.30 In rebuttal testimony, 

PG&E substantially revised its proposal, and that revised methodology assigned batteries just over 

 of the RA value of baseload resources.31 CalCCA’s briefs describe the many flaws in PG&E’s 

RA valuation proposal(s), including in particular: (1) PG&E’s methodology is predicated on its 

own storage dispatch decisions, which can lead to significant swings in battery value each time 

PG&E refreshes those decisions, and to significant disparities between LSEs (if the methodology 

were applied to any other LSE); and (2) PG&E’s methodology produces a significantly greater 

discount for battery RA than the discount its internal valuation produces.32 

 

30  See CalCCA Opening Brief at 52. 
31  See id. at 67. 
32  See id. at 61-68; CalCCA Reply Brief at 15-21. 
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PG&E’s Fall Update illustrates and emphasizes both fundamental flaws in PG&E’s revised 

RA valuation methodology. As a result of PG&E refreshing its storage optimization in preparation 

for its Fall Update testimony, approximately  of storage RA drops out of Retained RA in 

the PCIA, translating to a  reduction in the value of Retained RA (relative to PG&E’s 

rebuttal testimony), even though PG&E needs the same battery resources to meet its RA 

requirement. Stated in terms of the discount to baseload resources, the Fall Update slashes the 

value of batteries from over  of baseload to approximately  of baseload—again, based 

solely on a relatively modest change to PG&E’s RA optimization conducted for PG&E’s Fall 

Update testimony. 

As CalCCA explains in its briefs, the sharp swings in value that PG&E’s methodology 

produces do not make sense in the context of the PCIA, and render PG&E’s methodology 

unreasonable.33 In the PCIA framework, the objective is to come up with a value for PG&E’s 

battery resources that is reasonably representative of those resources’ value in the market. If PG&E 

were to sell its batteries in the market, it would not expect the value of those batteries to vary based 

on its dispatch of those resources. Rather, market value would be broadly driven by all sellers’ and 

buyers’ need for those batteries. SCE’s Interim SoD method reflects this intuition—it produces the 

same discount for battery storage RA (relative to baseload) irrespective of any individual LSE’s 

dispatch optimization decisions.34  

Moreover, the  discount PG&E’s methodology produces is out of step with PG&E’s 

internal valuation of battery resources. As CalCCA’s opening and reply briefs describe at length, 

PG&E assigns batteries a far smaller discount to baseload resources when it evaluates procurement 

 

33  See CalCCA Opening Brief at 62-65. 
34  See id. at 73-74. 
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opportunities for its bundled customers.35 Therefore, PG&E’s revised RA valuation proposal is 

not only methodologically flawed (in that it is predicated on individual LSEs’ variable dispatch 

decisions), it also produces results that do not reflect PG&E’s own internal valuation practices.  

PG&E’s unreasonable RA valuation proposal further exacerbates the PCIA rate increases 

departed customers face in 2026. Following PG&E’s refresh of its storage optimization, PG&E’s 

revised RA SoD methodology increases the PCIA revenue requirement by . For the 

reasons described in CalCCA’s briefs and these comments, the Commission should reject this 

proposal. While the Commission should permit parties to analyze this issue holistically in the PCIA 

Rulemaking before reaching any conclusions regarding the impacts of SoD on the PCIA 

framework, to the extent the Commission is inclined to adopt an interim modification to PG&E’s 

RA valuation practices in this proceeding, it should direct PG&E to adopt SCE’s interim SoD 

method. 

In its testimony36 and briefs,37 PG&E claims it lacks sufficient information to implement 

SCE’s interim SoD method, despite failing to issue any discovery to gain a better understanding 

of that method. In particular, PG&E claims it lacks information on how to calculate retained RA 

volumes or how to calculate RA sales or unsold RA volumes under SCE’s proposal and argues the 

Commission cannot therefore adopt the SCE Interim SoD method in this proceeding. PG&E 

overstates its inability to implement SCE’s method. Implementing that method for Retained RA 

simply requires PG&E to apply SCE’s formula for calculating the RA quantity from storage 

resources (included in CalCCA’s testimony – see Exhibit CalCCA-01C at 30:18) for the purposes 

 

35  See id. at 65-67; CalCCA Reply Brief at 20-21. 
36  Exh. PGE-04 at 3-12. 
37  PG&E Opening Brief at 46; PG&E Reply Brief at 13. 
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of the PCIA template. CalCCA witness Dickman provided a detailed description of SCE’s method 

in his testimony. And, as SCE’s discovery response attached to these comments illustrates,38 

applying SCE’s interim RA valuation method to quantify excess RA to count as RA sales or unsold 

RA is equally straightforward: in order to calculate its monthly baseload position and quantity of 

excess RA each month, SCE calculates the baseload RA it needs to balance its position for each 

hour (i.e. the baseload RA the utility would need to sell before being short, or buy before being 

long). SCE then calculates sold and unsold RA assuming a certain percentage of its long position 

is sold (which PG&E does as well). In short, SCE’s interim SoD method is implementable in this 

proceeding, should the Commission determine it is appropriate to adopt an interim RA valuation 

method that departs from PG&E’s existing practices. 

IV. UNCONTESTED ISSUES 

In its Opening Brief, CalCCA noted two uncontested issues: (1) PG&E’s assumptions 

related to data center load, and (2) PG&E’s calculation of energy storage RA from modified Cost 

Allocation Mechanism (CAM) resources.39  CalCCA investigated both issues in PG&E’s Fall 

Update testimony, and both remain uncontested.  

First, PG&E confirmed it continues to assume data center load located in CCA service 

territory (and not on a site currently served by an electric service provider) will default to CCA 

service.40 CalCCA agrees with this assumption. Second, PG&E corrected an error related to its 

recording of Modified CAM resources, impacting the Retained RA PG&E included in the PCIA.  

 

38  See Attachment A to these comments (SCE response to CalCCA data request 2.21 in A.25-05-008, 
SCE 2026 ERRA Forecast case). 
39  CalCCA Opening Brief at 94-95. 
40  See Attachment A to these comments (PG&E response to CalCCA data request 6.04).  
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In its review of PG&E’s Fall Update testimony, CalCCA found additional errors related to 

PG&E’s calculation of its RPS Position and the 2026 Indifference Amount. CalCCA brought those 

errors to PG&E’s attention via discovery requests.41 PG&E addressed those errors in its November 

6, 2025 errata to its Fall Update testimony. 

V. CONCLUSION 

Departed customers will suffer significant PCIA rate increases in 2026 and should not be 

subject to the artificial and unlawful cost shifts that would occur under PG&E’s banked REC and 

RA valuation proposals. PG&E’s unlawful banked REC proposal, in particular, could unfairly 

saddle departed customers with over a billion dollars in costs over the coming years. In addition, 

PG&E’s unreasonable RA valuation proposal would deny departed load customers their fair share 

of the value of PG&E’s battery resources, another cost shift worth .  

PG&E should be seeking to mitigate rate volatility in this proceeding, not seeking to bend 

the PCIA framework to benefit bundled customers at the expense of departed customers. And the 

Commission should not allow PG&E to do so. It should reject PG&E’s banked REC and RA 

valuation proposals.  

November 10, 2025 Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
 
 

Nikhil Vijaykar 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
580 California Street, 12th Floor  
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (408) 621-3256  
E-mail: nvijaykar@keyesfox.com 
 
Counsel for CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY 
CHOICE ASSOCIATION 

 

41  See Attachment A to these comments (PG&E response to CalCCA data request 6.01, 6.02). 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Energy Resource Recovery Account 2026 Forecast 

Application 25-05-011 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_006-Q001 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2026-PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q001CONF         
Request Date: October 23, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 006 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: October 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Christa Hoffman – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 001 – CONFIDENTIAL  

Referring to workpaper ‘8.ERRA_2026_Forecast_WP_PGE_20250825_Tables_8-2_8- 
3_8-4_CONF’:  

a. Confirm that the formulas on tab ‘Applied_Historical’, cells W6:W9 and W18, 
incorrectly calculate the amount of banked RECs available in 2026 after considering 
banked RECs applied as Retained RPS in years 2017 – 2025. If not confirmed, 
please explain.  

b. Confirm that on tab ‘Table 8-4’ the Pre-2026 Adjusted Net RPS Position is incorrect 
due to the error identified above. 

ANSWER 001 

This response and attachments to this response contain confidential information 
provided pursuant to the Non-Disclosure Agreement in this proceeding. 

a. PG&E confirms the cells identified in the workpaper incorrectly calculated the 
amount of banked RECs available for 2026. PG&E has attached a corrected 
workpaper. PG&E will describe this correction in its comments to the Fall Update.  
 

b. PG&E confirms Tables 8-3 and 8-4 contained errors in the Pre-2026 Adjusted Net 
RPS Position and has included a corrected version below. PG&E confirms there is 
no RRQ impact as a result of this change.  
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Energy Resource Recovery Account 2026 Forecast 

Application 25-05-011 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_006-Q002 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2026-PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q002CONF         
Request Date: October 23, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 006 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: October 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Angelia Vega – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 002 – CONFIDENTIAL 

Referring to workpaper ‘08. 
ERRA_2026_Forecast_WP_PGE_20251015_Ch08_PCIA_CONF’ , tab ‘CONF_Other 
Supports’:  

a. Please explain why, in the calculation of the 2026 Indifference Amount forecast, 
PG&E included the 2025 banked REC need from Table 8-3 instead of the 2026 
banked REC need from Table 8-4.  

b. Does PG&E agree that its proposed treatment of banked RECs needed in 2025 
should be reflected in the PABA and ERRA balancing accounts for 2025? If not, 
please explain. 

ANSWER 002 

An attachment to this response contains CONFIDENTIAL information provided  
pursuant to the Non-Disclosure Agreement executed in this proceeding 
 
a. PG&E’s workpaper requires correction.  PG&E encloses confidential, “ERRA-2026-

PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q002Atch01CONF.xlsx”. (Updated workpaper 
‘08. ERRA_2026_Forecast_WP_PGE_20251015_Ch08_PCIA_CONF’) to reflect 
the 2026 banked REC need based on the revised Table 8-4 as described in its 
response to Question 01 of this data request.  There is no impact of this revision to 
the PCIA revenue requirement (RRQ) except as shown below.  PG&E will describe 
the correction in Fall Update comments.  



ERRA-2026-PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q002CONF         Page 2 

 
 

b. PG&E’s banked RECs needed in 2025 is reflected in the forecast end of 2025 
Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) (See “PG&E’s confidential 
workpaper 12.ERRA_2026_Forecast_WP_PGE_20251015_Ch12_BA-CONF.xls”).  
The accounting treatment for RECs for 2018 and thereafter, in the PABA forecast is 
consistent with ratesetting established for 2025 rates in D.24-12-038.  

 
 

CalCCA06Q03 ERRA Fall 
Update Change CalCCA06Q03 ERRA Fall 

Update Change

Vin 2020 $0 ($28,794) $28,794 $688,855 $660,061 $28,794
Vin 2021 ($11,310) ($11,310) $0 $677,545 $648,751 $28,794
Vin 2022 ($0) ($0) $0 $677,545 $648,751 $28,794
Vin 2023 $10,466 $10,466 $0 $688,011 $659,217 $28,794
Vin 2024 ($282) ($282) $0 $687,730 $658,936 $28,794
Vin 2025 ($533) $28,261 ($28,794) $687,196 $687,196 $0
Vin 2026 $0 $0 $0 $687,196 $687,196 $0

($1,659) ($1,659) ($0)

Cummulative Adjusted Indifference Amount
 with RF&U

Adjusted Indifference Amount 
with RF&U
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Energy Resource Recovery Account 2026 Forecast 

Application 25-05-011 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_006-Q003 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2026-PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q003CONF     
Request Date: October 23, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 006 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: October 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Christa Hoffman – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 003 – CONFIDENTIAL  

Referring to workpaper ‘8.ERRA_2026_Forecast_WP_PGE_20250825_Tables_8-2_8- 
3_8-4_CONF’:  

a. Confirm that PG&E now projects it will use banked RECs generated in  
 to meet its minimum Retained RPS requirement for 2025.  

b. Please explain how PG&E has reflected the use of banked RECs, as described 
above, in the projected 2025 year end balance for the PABA and ERRA balancing 
accounts.  

c. Please provide workpapers demonstrating the value (i.e. MPB price) applied to 
banked RECs counted as Retained RPS in the projected PABA and ERRA 
balancing accounts. 

ANSWER 003 
THIS RESPONSE CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION PROVIDED PURSUANT TO THE NON-
DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT EXECUTED IN THIS PROCEEDING. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Energy Resource Recovery Account 2026 Forecast 
Application 25-05-011 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_006-Q004 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2026-PGE-Forecast_DR_CalCCA_006-Q004         
Request Date: October 23, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 006 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: October 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Jorge Meraz – Engineering, Planning and Strategy 

QUESTION 004 

Referring to PG&E’s Fall Update Testimony page 12: Does PG&E assume that new 
data center load located in CCA service territory and not on a site currently served by 
an ESP will default to CCA service? If not, please explain why not. 

ANSWER 004 

Yes, in alignment with meet and confer discussions with individual CCAs concerning the 
2026 load forecast, PG&E assumes that new data center load located in CCA service 
territory and not on a site currently served by an ESP will default to CCA service. 



Southern California Edison 
A.25-05-008 – 2026 ERRA Forecast 

  
DATA REQUEST SET C a l C C A - S C E - 0 0 2  

 
To: CalCCA 

Prepared by: Tasha Salisbury 
Job Title: Advisor 

Received Date: 6/4/2025 
 

Response Date: 6/25/2025 
 
 

Question 2.21:  
Referring to SCE’s prepared testimony, page 130 lines 11-15: Please provide electronic workpapers 
with working formulas detailing the conversion of SCE’s hourly position to the monthly position 
included in SCE’s 2026 Indifference Amount forecast shown on tab ‘RA Adjustments-SOD’.  
Workpapers should include details for individual resources by hour and month. 
 
Response to Question 2.21:   
SCE objects to this data request on the basis that it requests the creation of a study or document that 
does not exist, or requests the presentation of data in a format that does not exist. Subject to and 
without waiving the foregoing objections, SCE responds as follows: 

SCE’s internal optimizer is based on the CPUC’s SOD Template and produces the same results to 
pass all validation checks. Resources with profiles from the MRD are constant (solar, baseload, 
wind, etc). SCE’s optimizer adds baseload MW and dispatches SCE's energy storage fleet. These 
steps are repeated until the solver finds the minimum baseload MW to meet requirements. 

The single, monthly position number SCE uses in its ERRA and PCIA forecasts is the result of the 
optimization, which represents the amount of baseload needed to fill SCE’s short position or the 
amount of baseload SCE can sell before becoming short or not having enough energy sufficiency to 
charge its batteries. In summary, the baseload position can be derived as follows: 

1) Onboard SCE’s requirements, portfolio allocations and adjustments, supply, and optimized 
battery portfolio provided in Response 2.20 in the CPUC SOD Template. 

2) Including a generic baseload resource into the CPUC template and adding (in the case of a 
total hourly short position) or subtracting (in the case of an hourly long position) one MW at 
time and running the template until all validation checks are passed (in the case of a short 
position) or not (in the case of a long position).  

3) The resulting baseload from Step 2 is the monthly baseload position. 




