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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Commission 1  should adopt the recommendations in CalCCA’s Opening Brief, with the 
exception of the recommendations related to CalCCA’s AFR of D.25-06-049, which are now 
moot. 

 

 

1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
Application of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company for Adoption of Electric Revenue 
Requirements and Rates Associated with its 
2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account 
(ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable 
Charges Forecast and Greenhouse Gas 
Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation  

(U 39 E) 

Application No. 25-05-011 
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Expedited Application of Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company Pursuant to the 
Commissions Approved Energy Resource 
Recovery Account (ERRA) Trigger 
Mechanism (U 39 E) 

Application No. 25-09-015 
(Filed September 30, 2025) 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY BRIEF 

 
Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission) and the procedural schedule established by the Assigned 

Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling2 (Scoping Memo) as modified by the Administrative 

Law Judge’s E-mail Ruling Small Business Utility Advocates Procedural Request for Extension 

of Briefing Schedule (Pacific Gas & Electric 2026 Energy Resource Recovery Account) issued 

October 17, 2025 3  (affirmed by the ALJ’s October 30 Email Ruling Clarifying Procedural 

Schedule4), California Community Choice Association5  (CalCCA) hereby submits this Reply 

 

2  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, A.25-05-011 (Jul. 31, 2025), at 4. 
3  E-mail Ruling Small Business Utility Advocates Procedural Request for Extension of Briefing 
Schedule, A.25-05-011 (Oct. 17, 2025). 
4  Email Ruling Clarifying Procedural Schedule, A.25-05-011 (Oct. 30, 2025).  
5  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
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Brief 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). 

CalCCA’s Opening Brief demonstrates: (1) Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) 

banked Renewable Energy Credit (REC) proposal violates Section 366.2(g) of the Public Utilities 

Code6 and does not comply with the settled indifference framework because departed customers 

who paid for RECs generated prior to 2019 do not receive the value of those RECs when they are 

used for bundled customer compliance; and (2) PG&E’s Resource Adequacy (RA) Slice-of-Day 

(SoD) valuation proposal is unjust and unreasonable. PG&E’s Opening Brief fails to repair these 

shortcomings.  

On banked RECs, PG&E argues for bundled customer affordability, but willfully ignores 

that its proposal would achieve affordability by unlawfully shifting costs onto departed customers. 

In fact, PG&E’s Opening Brief makes clear that pushing the costs of PG&E’s Renewables 

Portfolio Standard (RPS) compliance onto departed customers is central to the utility’s 

procurement strategy. The Commission, however, must not permit PG&E to violate a fundamental 

requirement of the indifference framework to execute its utility-friendly RPS strategy. PG&E also 

insists pre-2019 banked RECs were “fully valued” in the past, and should not be trued-up now, 

 

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. 
6  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code 
unless otherwise specified. 
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but ignores a crucial set of customers who have never received value for pre-2019 banked RECs: 

the customers who were bundled at the time the banked RECs were generated, but have since 

departed PG&E’s bundled service. Crediting these “then-bundled, now-departed” customers for 

PG&E’s use of pre-2019 banked RECs cannot and does not constitute a true-up because those 

customers never received value for those RECs in the first place—there is nothing to true-up. 

PG&E also strenuously argues its banked REC proposal would avoid increasing bundled customer 

costs as a result of load departures, but in fact, no such risk exists. By crediting departed load for 

PG&E’s use of banked RECs as CalCCA recommends, PG&E would fairly compensate the 

customers who previously paid for those RECs, without double-charging any bundled customers. 

PG&E similarly misses the mark where it claims a credit to departed load would constitute an 

unlawful “refund.” PG&E’s own practices undermine this argument—the utility has routinely 

credited Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) vintages for its use of banked RECs, 

including vintages prior to 2019. PG&E’s various arguments in support of its unlawful proposal, 

therefore, each fail. 

Similarly, in support of its RA SoD valuation proposal, PG&E claims that proposal would 

ensure its Retained RA quantity for battery resources is consistent with its forecasted retained use 

of those resources. But PG&E’s revised RA SoD methodology is heavily predicated on its 

optimized dispatch of its battery resources, and in particular, on the optimized dispatch in the 

California Independent System Operator (CAISO) peak hour. That not only means PG&E’s 

methodology would produce a different discount for battery value (relative to baseload value) if 
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applied by a different load-serving entity (LSE),7  it also means PG&E’s methodology could 

produce a different volume of battery storage RA in the CAISO peak hour (and accordingly, a 

different discount for battery value) every time PG&E re-runs its dispatch optimization. That result 

makes no sense in the context of the PCIA framework, where the objective is to determine the 

market value of the RA attributes of storage resources—that value should not vary based on the 

manner a single market participant (PG&E) optimizes the batteries. PG&E also claims its RA SoD 

methodology reflects observed market value and the value PG&E assigns battery RA when it seeks 

to procure resources for its bundled customers. But the record evidence contradicts PG&E’s 

argument; in fact, PG&E’s RA SoD proposal significantly undervalues the RA value of batteries 

relative to PG&E’s internal valuation. 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 

Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) interim SoD method. Contrary to PG&E’s claims, 

the record includes sufficient information for PG&E to implement SCE’s method.  

I. STATE LAW AND COMMISSION PRECEDENT REQUIRE PG&E TO VALUE 
PRE-2019 BANKED RECS 

A. PG&E’S OPENING BRIEF LAYS BARE THE UTILITY’S RPS 
STRATEGY OF SQUEEZING DEPARTED CUSTOMERS TO REDUCE 
COSTS FOR THE BENEFIT OF BUNDLED CUSTOMERS  

In past years, PG&E and CalCCA have largely seen eye-to-eye with respect to the valuation 

of banked RECs. PG&E has consistently valued banked RECs (including pre-2019 banked RECs) 

 

7  See Evidentiary Hearing Tr. Vol. 1, at 70-71 (witness Keller acknowledging that PG&E’s 
methodology, if applied by a different investor-owned utility (IOU), could produce a different discount for 
battery value relative to baseload resources).  
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at the applicable RPS Adder in the year those RECs are retired and credited the PCIA vintage 

corresponding to the year those RECs were generated. CalCCA has supported that methodology 

because it is lawful, fair and equitable. In short, PG&E’s past practice mirrors the methodology 

CalCCA continues to support in this case. And the Commission has approved that methodology—

in 2022, 2023, and 2024.8 

In this case, PG&E proposes to use pre-2019 banked RECs without crediting the departed 

customers who paid for those RECs when they were generated. The record leaves no doubt that 

PG&E’s proposal is a sharp departure from its practice in past ERRA Forecast cases.9 PG&E’s 

Opening Brief does not acknowledge that departure; however, it nevertheless lays bare the reason 

why PG&E so strikingly changes its tune in this case. 

In December 2024, the Commission issued Decision (D.) 24-12-035, approving PG&E’s 

2024 RPS Plan. Under that Plan, PG&E intends to lean on banked RECs for RPS compliance for 

the foreseeable future.10 According to PG&E, that strategy “promote[s] bundled service customer 

affordability.” 11  But, according to PG&E, that strategy can only promote “bundled service 

customer affordability” if the Commission allows PG&E to assign pre-2019 banked RECs zero 

value (i.e., allow bundled customers to use those RECs for free without requiring any credit to the 

departed customers who previously paid for those RECs). In other words, the engine driving 

PG&E’s RPS strategy is a valuation approach that violates state law and Commission precedent 

 

8  D.22-12-044, at OP1; D.23-12-022, at OP5; D.24-12-038, at COL1. 
9  See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 34-36. 
10  D.24-12-035, Decision on 2024 Renewables Portfolio Standard Procurement Plans, R.24-01-017 
(Dec. 19, 2024), at 27 (“PG&E plans to meet the RPS compliance requirement by continuing to use banked 
resources[.]”).  
11  PG&E Opening Brief, at 35. 
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because it allows bundled customers to use RECs for RPS compliance without conveying any 

value of those RECs to the departed customers who paid for the RECs. Thus, in the context of the 

zero-sum PCIA framework, PG&E’s RPS strategy is not an “affordability” measure at all, it is 

simply a cost-shift to departed load. Any affordability improvement for bundled customers comes 

with a corresponding affordability worsening for departed customers—a dynamic that is 

particularly concerning in light of the massive PCIA rate increases PG&E forecasts in its October 

Update, with rates for several vintages increasing over 6 cents per kilowatt-hour.12 

Here is how PG&E’s RPS strategy works. In its 2024 RPS Plan, PG&E sought and received 

approval to sell RPS products from its bundled customer Voluntary Allocation.13  Using that 

authority, PG&E seeks to sell itself short in the forecast year, including by selling from PG&E’s 

bundled customer Voluntary Allocation and retaining the revenues for bundled customers.14 

PG&E can afford to sell itself short because it can backfill its RPS compliance shortfall using 

banked RECs. However, this strategy hinges on PG&E using banked RECs without any credit to 

the departed customers who helped pay for those RECs when they were initially generated and 

retained. As PG&E explains in Opening Brief: 

Specifically, “[t]he risk is, in some cases, PG&E could sell RPS 
energy at a lower price than the credit to the PCIA ratemaking 
account for the pre-2019 banked RECs. For example, if the RPS 
market price benchmark was $70 per megawatt-hour (MWh) for 
2025 and RPS energy prices in the market were as low as mid-
$20s/MWh pursuing this alternative sales strategy is more risky and 

 

12  Making matters worse, PCIA rates for departed customers in PG&E’s October Update are 
understated, because the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) balance reflected in PG&E’s 
October Update included $217 million in erroneous duplicate credits. Correcting that error, as PG&E has 
proposed to do via an errata to its October Update testimony, will result in a further increase to the PCIA 
revenue requirement. See Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Leave to File Fall 
Update Errata, at 2 (Oct. 22, 2025).  
13  D.24-12-035, at 30-31. 
14  PG&E Opening Brief, at 35. 
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would cost customers more on a net basis than simply retaining the 
current RPS deliveries to meet compliance.”15 

In short, PG&E’s plan boils down to this: squeeze departed customers by selling PG&E’s RPS 

Allocation at prices lower than the benchmark and backfilling from PG&E’s pre-2019 bank 

without providing value to departed customers that paid for those RECs. 

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, assigning pre-2019 banked RECs zero value violates Section 366.2(g) of the Public 

Utilities Code. That statute requires PG&E provide departed customers the value of any benefits 

associated with PG&E’s PCIA resources that remain with bundled service customers. PG&E’s 

proposal violates Section 366.2(g) because, as PG&E’s witness admitted during hearing, the 

departed customers who previously paid for a portion of the banked RECs neither benefit from the 

retirement of the banked RECs nor ever receive a credit for PG&E’s use of those banked RECs 

towards bundled customer compliance. This outcome plainly violates Section 366.2(g). As the 

Commission recently noted in its Decision resolving Track One of the PCIA Rulemaking: “The 

departed customer is also entitled to any residual procurement benefits enjoyed by the incumbent 

IOU attributable to the departed customer. The Public Utilities Code and existing policy mandate 

processes and mechanisms that ensure these costs and benefits are retained by the departing 

customers, promoting fairness and indifference to all customers.”16 

Further, PG&E’s proposal violates the settled indifference framework the Commission has 

established over the past two decades via its decisions applying the law, including decisions 

 

15  PG&E Opening Brief, at 36 (citing Exh. PGE-04 at 4-18). 
16  D.25-06-049, Decision Adopting Changes to the Calculation of the Resource Adequacy Market 
Price Benchmark, R.25-02-005 (June 27, 2025), at 2-3. 
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addressing the RPS value of the IOUs’ portfolios beginning with D.11-12-018. The indifference 

framework requires PG&E to value RECs used by bundled customers at the RPS market price 

benchmark (MPB) when calculating PCIA rates. Decision 19-10-001 introduced several changes 

to the PCIA framework, but left intact an important piece of the settled indifference framework: if 

RECs are retired on bundled customers’ behalf, departed customers must receive value for those 

benefits retained by bundled customers, via a credit to the PCIA at the RPS Adder.  

PG&E dismisses Section 366.2(g) and the indifference framework and insists valuing pre-

2019 banked RECs would conflict with Commission decisions approving PG&E’s RPS strategies. 

PG&E is wrong because while Commission decisions approving PG&E’s RPS sales and 

procurement activities acknowledge PG&E’s massive REC bank, nothing in those decisions 

authorizes PG&E to use that REC bank without a credit to departed load.  

As mentioned above, D.24-12-035 (the Decision approving PG&E’s 2024 RPS Plan) 

approves PG&E’s proposal to sell RPS products from its bundled customers’ Voluntary 

Allocation, and approves a strategy that involves using banked RECs towards bundled customer 

compliance. But nothing in D.24-12-035 permits PG&E to violate the indifference principle and 

use banked RECs without conveying the credits required by state law. Importantly, nothing in that 

decision supports the proposition that banked RECs must be assigned zero value in order for PG&E 

to use those RECs as a part of its RPS strategy. On the contrary, the Commission has recognized 

that PG&E’s voluminous REC bank is helpful insulation for bundled customers from volatility in 

the RPS market. In D.25-08-009, for instance, the Commission states: “it is uncertain that in the 

venues for the IOUs to procure or sell RECs (i.e., RPS solicitations for short-term contracts, other 

solicitations to pursue short-term RECs, bilateral transactions, etc.) bundled customers would not 
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incur higher costs due to unpredictable market conditions.”17 In other words, while the use of 

banked RECs comes with a cost for bundled customers, those RECs are a helpful hedge against 

volatile market conditions. The bottom line is, PG&E may sell RPS products from its Voluntary 

Allocation and apply banked RECs towards its Minimum Retained RPS requirement, but must 

provide a credit to the departed customers to the extent they paid for a share of those banked RECs 

when they were originally generated. That outcome squares D.24-12-035, Section 366.2(g), and 

the Commission decisions addressing the RPS value of the IOUs’ portfolios beginning with D.11-

12-018. 

PG&E insists it must be permitted to use pre-2019 banked RECs without assigning those 

RECs value because, according to PG&E, the Commission has denied PG&E incremental RPS 

procurement opportunities including the authority to engage in short-term RPS procurements to 

mitigate the risk of high MPBs.18 In fact, the opposite is true. Decision 24-12-035 grants PG&E’s 

request to enter into short-term RPS procurement.19 It grants PG&E’s request to transact bilaterally 

for the purchase and sale of short and long-term RPS products, enabling PG&E to transact 

swiftly. 20  It grants PG&E authority to procure short-term and long-term RPS resources and 

conduct short-term RPS sales by participating in other market participants’ competitive 

solicitations.21 And it grants PG&E authority to procure short-term and long-term contracts and 

 

17  D.25-08-009, Decision Denying Request to Adopt a Framework for Pre-Approval of Investor-
Owned Utilities’ Short-Term Renewable Portfolio Standard Transactions, R.24-01-017 (Aug. 14, 2025), at 
17. 
18  PG&E Opening Brief, at 37-38. 
19  D.24-12-035, at 30. 
20  Id., at 31-32. 
21  Id., at 33. 
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sell short-term contracts via brokers and exchanges.22 The idea that PG&E must use banked RECs 

without providing value to all customers who paid for them because they cannot access short-term 

RPS markets is entirely unsupported. 

To the extent PG&E believes it needs more streamlined access to short-term RPS market 

transactions in order to manage its RPS portfolio in its customers’ best interests, it should pursue 

changes to its RPS strategy in a separate proceeding, not in this ERRA proceeding. As PG&E’s 

own witness points out: “R.24-01-017 [the RPS Rulemaking], and not this proceeding, should be 

the appropriate venue to consider PG&E’s RPS compliance and sales strategies.”23 Alternatively, 

PG&E will have the opportunity to make its case to the Commission in the Integrated Resource 

Planning (IRP) proceeding, Rulemaking 25-06-019. Per a recent scoping ruling, the scope of that 

proceeding includes “Updates to Investor-Owned Utility Bundled Procurement Plans.”24  The 

scoping ruling goes on to specify these Bundled Procurement Plan (BPP) updates “may also 

include proposals for oversight processes for short-term renewables portfolio standard (RPS) 

transactions.” 25  PG&E may pursue changes to the processes that guide its RPS sales and 

procurement activities in that proceeding. But the Commission should not permit PG&E to violate 

Section 366.2(g) and use departed customers as mere levers in a broader utility-friendly RPS 

strategy. It should reject PG&E’s proposal to use pre-2019 banked RECs without a credit to 

departed load and adopt CalCCA’s recommended methodology for valuing pre-2019 banked 

RECs. 

 

22  Id. 
23  Exhibit PGE-04, at 4-17. 
24  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-06-019 (Oct. 28, 2025), at 9. 
25  Ibid. 
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B. CREDITING PRE-2019 BANKED RECS IS SOUND POLICY AND PG&E’S 
ARGUMENTS OPPOSING THAT POLICY ARE MERITLESS 

While PG&E’s opposition to the pre-2019 banked REC valuation methodology is a little 

difficult to follow, it includes five discernible arguments. Each is meritless.  

 First, PG&E argues pre-2019 banked RECs were “fully valued” under the PCIA 

methodology that remained in place until 2018 and should not be trued-up because the PCIA 

methodology in place when those RECs were banked did not include a true-up.26 The Commission 

should dismiss this sleight of hand. No party disputes pre-2019 banked RECs were paid for at the 

then-applicable RPS Adder when they were generated, nor that a credit corresponding to the value 

of those RECs was conveyed to customers who had already departed PG&E’s bundled service at 

the time (“then-departed” customers) via a reduction to the indifference amount.27 But the fact that 

those RECs were “fully valued” when generated renders no benefit to customers who departed 

PG&E’s bundled service after the RECs were generated (“now-departed customers”). That is 

because the RECs were never retired on those then-bundled, now-departed customers’ behalf, and 

those customers never received a credit for the value of the RECs through the PCIA.28 From the 

perspective of then-bundled, now-departed customers, pre-2019 banked RECs were never “fully 

valued.” Those customers paid for the RECs via their generation rates when they were bundled 

customers but have yet to receive value for those RECs.  

Importantly, conveying value to those now-departed customers is not tantamount to a true-

up. A true-up would involve comparing the 2026 RPS Adder to the RPS Adder in effect when the 

pre-2019 banked REC was generated and returning the delta to customers who had previously 

 

26  PG&E Opening Brief, at 30. 
27  See Exhibit CalCCA-14; Evidentiary Hearing Tr. Vol. 1, at 91. 
28  Exhibit CalCCA-15. 
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received a credit for those banked RECs (i.e., then-departed customers). CalCCA’s proposed 

methodology does not involve any credit or debit to then-departed customers and therefore does 

not require a “true-up.” Rather, it requires pre-2019 banked RECs be valued at the MPB in the 

year they are used towards bundled customer RPS compliance, which is consistent with the way 

Retained RPS has been valued for nearly the last fifteen years, since D.11-12-018. 

 Second, PG&E argues that valuing pre-2019 banked RECs would mean that bundled 

customers incur a cost increase as a result of departed load, in violation of the indifference principle 

and Sections 365.2 and 366.3.29 But PG&E is mistaken—no bundled customer will experience a 

“cost increase” as a result of CalCCA’s methodology. Take, for example, the customers who paid 

for RECs banked and generated in 2015. Customers who were bundled in 2015 would have paid 

for those RECs through their generation rates when the RECs were originally valued and retained. 

Assume Ben was one such bundled customer, and assume Ben remains bundled in 2026. In 2026, 

when PG&E uses the 2015 REC for RPS compliance, Ben finally receives value for the REC he 

paid for eleven years prior when PG&E retires the REC on his behalf. Per CalCCA’s pre-2019 

banked REC valuation methodology, Ben would pay for the 2015 banked REC at the 2026 RPS 

Adder, but he would also receive an offsetting credit at the 2026 Adder—thereby experiencing no 

cost increase. In other words, Ben’s net cost for the 2015 REC would remain the payment he made 

for that REC in 2015. Thus, CalCCA’s methodology poses no risk of the Commission violating 

Sections 365.2 or 366.3, which require bundled customers remain indifferent to load departures. 

 Third, PG&E argues that valuing pre-2019 banked RECs would result in a refund that 

violates PG&E’s tariffs.30 This argument is hollow. As CalCCA explained in its Opening Brief, 

 

29  PG&E Opening Brief, at 30-31. 
30  Id., at 33-34. 
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PG&E has previously credited pre-2019 banked RECs when used for compliance. And even in 

this case, PG&E proposes to use post-2019 banked RECs and credit PCIA vintages corresponding 

to the year in which those RECs were generated, at the Forecast Adder (just as it has done in prior 

years). Neither those credits, nor credits to pre-2019 vintages, constitute a “refund” or violate any 

PG&E tariff.  

 Fourth, PG&E suggests the Commission has endorsed assigning pre-2019 banked RECs 

zero value in SCE’s prior ERRA Forecast decisions as well as in D.24-08-004, resolving SCE’s 

Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006.31 PG&E mischaracterizes those decisions. First, the 

decisions resolving SCE’s prior ERRA Forecast cases include language clearly limiting the 

applicability of the Commission’s banked REC conclusions in those cases. The Decision resolving 

SCE’s 2024 ERRA Forecast case, D.23-11-094, for instance, directs SCE to value pre-2019 

banked RECs at zero dollars as an “interim solution.” 32  Moreover, that Decision explicitly 

recognizes that the issue could not be “appropriately addressed in a single IOU’s ERRA Forecast 

application.33 The Commission was similarly careful to limit the applicability of its banked-REC 

conclusion in the Decision resolving SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast case, D.24-12-039. That 

Decision permits SCE to value pre-2019 banked RECs at zero dollars “for this proceeding”, i.e., 

for the purposes of SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast, and nothing more.34 

 

31  Id., at 34. 
32  D.23-11-094, Southern California Edison Company’s 2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account 
Forecast, A.23-06-001 (Nov. 30, 2023), at 60. 
33  Id. 
34  D.24-12-039, Decision Approving Southern California Edison Company’s 2025 Energy Resource 
Recovery Account-Related Forecast Revenue Requirement, A.24-05-007 (Dec. 19, 2024), at 68. 
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Additionally, D.24-08-004, resolving SCE’s Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006, 

does not support PG&E’s proposed methodology. That Decision expressly disagreed with SCE’s 

PFM, stating: “SCE did not provide a sufficient justification for modifying D.23-06-006 to specify 

how D.19-10-001 should apply to RECs that were generated or banked prior to 2019.”35 Further, 

the Decision punted the question of the proper valuation of pre-2019 banked RECs, stating: “While 

we recognize that parties have different perspectives about the direction in D.19-10-001 and its 

applicability to pre-2019 RECs, we do not have the record to evaluate them here fully. We may 

consider the issue in a future Rulemaking.”36 Thus, PG&E is incorrect in suggesting that D.24-08-

004 supports its proposal to deny departed customers the value of pre-2019 banked RECs.  

 Finally, PG&E argues that valuing pre-2019 banked RECs would conflict with its RPS 

strategy. But, as explained in detail above, whereas the Commission has authorized PG&E to use 

its massive REC bank to meet bundled customer RPS compliance requirements, the Commission 

has not authorized PG&E to violate Section 366.2(g) or the Commission’s indifference framework. 

PG&E may insist that its RPS strategy hinges on its ability to violate the law, but if that is the case, 

PG&E should pursue changes to its RPS strategy in the IRP or RPS proceedings—not seek a pass 

in its ERRA proceeding. The Commission should therefore direct PG&E to value all banked RECs, 

including pre-2019 banked RECs, at the applicable Forecast Adder in the year in which those 

RECs are used towards bundled customer RPS compliance, and credit the PCIA vintage 

corresponding to the year the RECs were generated and banked. 

 

35  D.24-08-004, Decision Denying Petition for Modification of D.23-06-006, R.17-06-026 (Aug. 2, 
2024), at 5. 
36  Ibid. 
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II. PG&E’S RA SOD PROPOSAL IS AN UNWORKABLE SOLUTION TO AN ILL-
DEFINED PROBLEM 

No party disputes the Commission’s implementation of the SoD framework for RA 

program compliance may require adjustments to the IOUs’ valuation of RA in the PCIA 

framework. Those adjustments may include modifications to RA quantity, RA price, or a 

combination of the two. In order to develop evidence-based, durable conclusions on how the three 

IOUs should value RA in the PCIA framework in light of SoD implementation, the Commission 

should allow parties an opportunity to conduct further analysis and make proposals in the PCIA 

Rulemaking. Indeed, it appears parties will have this opportunity, because the preliminary scope 

of Track Two in the PCIA Rulemaking specifically includes the following issue: “Consideration 

of the need for ERRA-specific implementation guidance for RA program changes, including those 

related to the implementation of the Slice of Day framework, as was raised in the 2025 ERRA 

forecast.”37 Until the PCIA Rulemaking resolves that issue, the Commission should direct PG&E 

to maintain its existing approach to RA valuation.  

PG&E, however, is unwilling to wait for the resolution of Track Two in the PCIA 

Rulemaking and asks the Commission to adopt an “interim solution” here. However, the RA 

valuation methodologies PG&E offers in this proceeding are unworkable, hasty solutions to an ill-

defined problem.  

The trajectory of PG&E’s RA valuation proposals in this proceeding illustrates just how 

muddled PG&E’s thinking on this issue is. In its direct testimony, PG&E offered a valuation 

methodology that would have resulted in absurd results by assigning its battery storage resources 

 

37  Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 20, 2025), at 24. 
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a near-zero RA quantity (and therefore, a near-zero RA value).38 In rebuttal testimony, PG&E 

substantially revised its proposal, now assigning batteries approximately  of the RA value of 

baseload resources, but simultaneously slashing the RA value of solar resources. 39  At the 

evidentiary hearing, PG&E’s witness declined to support PG&E’s revised methodology as 

superior to its original proposal, instead calling that revised methodology a “compromise” with 

CalCCA.40  In Opening Briefs, PG&E appears to abandon its original proposal and asks the 

Commission to adopt its revised SoD methodology.41  

The calculation of the RA value of PG&E’s PCIA portfolio is far too consequential an 

issue for the Commission to approve a hasty proposal offered at the eleventh hour of this 

proceeding as a “compromise.” PG&E’s proposals—both original and revised—would result in 

an increase to the PCIA revenue requirement of .42 Impacts of that 

magnitude do not permit an “act now, think later” approach—especially in light of the already 

massive rate increases departed customers will bear in 2026, based on PG&E’s October Update. 

Instead, the Commission should permit parties to rigorously investigate the impacts of SoD 

on the PCIA framework in Track Two of the PCIA Rulemaking and then implement necessary 

modifications to the PCIA framework in subsequent ERRA Forecast cases. San Diego Gas & 

Electric Company (SDG&E) has sensibly taken this approach and will not make changes to RA 

 

38  See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 52. 
39  Id., at 67. 
40  Evidentiary Hearing Tr. Vol. 1, at 50. 
41  PG&E Opening Brief, at 38. 
42  See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 3. 
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valuation for PCIA purposes until the Commission issues a decision addressing the impact of SoD 

on the PCIA framework.43 

To the extent the Commission adopts an “interim” solution, however, it should direct 

PG&E to implement SCE’s interim SoD method. That method is superior to PG&E’s RA SoD 

proposals for two reasons. First, it results in storage being valued at approximately 79 percent of 

baseload resources, which aligns closely with the discount  

. Second, unlike PG&E’s revised 

RA SoD proposal, which varies the RA value of battery resources based on the LSE’s optimized 

dispatch of those resources, SCE’s method would produce the same discount for battery storage 

RA (relative to baseload) if applied to any LSE. This result makes sense in the context of the PCIA, 

where the objective is to determine the market value of RA from storage resources—that value 

should not vary based on the manner in which PG&E optimizes the batteries.  

Again, the most reasonable path forward here is for the Commission to direct PG&E to 

maintain the status quo with respect to RA Valuation, until this issue gets the scrutiny it deserves 

in the PCIA Rulemaking. However, to the extent the Commission is inclined to modify PG&E’s 

RA valuation methodology in this proceeding, the Commission should adopt SCE’s interim 

method. Doing so would apparently satisfy PG&E’s objective—during the evidentiary hearing, 

witness Keller conceded PG&E’s objective is to depart from the status quo, and there are multiple 

potential “right answers” here: 

Q: (CalCCA Counsel) [. . .] So PG&E doesn’t 
want to stick with the status quo, but 
believes that it needs a methodology adopted 
in this proceeding that would reflect the 
Slice of Day RA compliance framework; correct? 

 

43  Id., at 70, fn. 275. 
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A:(PG&E Witness Keller) Yes. 
 
Q: And PG&E believes there’s many different 
ways to achieve that objective; is that right? 
 
A: Yes. Confirming that there are multiple 
methodologies that could be developed to come 
up with the outcome of the one quantity that’s 
needed to apply to the RA Adder.44 

 
Accordingly, to the extent the Commission believes it must adopt an interim solution for RA 

valuation that departs from the status quo, it should not adopt PG&E’s revised RA SoD proposal 

and should adopt SCE’s interim SoD method. 

A. PG&E’S REVISED RA SOD METHODOLOGY RESULTS IN 
UNJUSTIFIED SWINGS IN THE RA VALUE OF ITS BATTERY 
RESOURCES 

PG&E asserts its revised RA SoD methodology “is fully consistent with D.19-10-001’s 

direction that Retained RA be based on PG&E’s forecasted retained use.”45 But PG&E’s revised 

RA SoD methodology is heavily predicated on its optimized dispatch of its battery resources, and 

in particular, on the optimized dispatch in the CAISO peak hour. That not only means PG&E’s 

methodology would produce a different discount for battery value (relative to baseload value) if 

applied by a different LSE,46 it also means PG&E’s methodology could produce a different volume 

of battery storage RA in the CAISO peak hour (and accordingly, a different discount for battery 

value) every time PG&E re-runs its dispatch optimization. 

 

44  Evidentiary Hearing Tr. Vol. 1, at 52. 
45  PG&E Opening Brief, at 42. 
46  See Exhibit CalCCA-06C; Evidentiary Hearing Tr. Vol. 1, at 70-71 (witness Keller acknowledging 
that PG&E’s methodology, if applied by a different IOU, could produce a different discount for battery 
value relative to baseload resources).  
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Indeed, the battery storage RA in the CAISO peak hour is  lower in PG&E’s 

October Update relative to the optimized dispatch used to support PG&E’s direct and rebuttal 

testimony (despite PG&E adding one new battery resource in the October Update). Applying the 

RA MPB to that volume reduction results in a  lower Retained RA value, even though 

PG&E needs the same battery resources to meet its RA requirement. Translating those numbers to 

a discount to baseload: whereas PG&E calculates battery RA value as roughly  of baseload 

value in its rebuttal testimony (based on RA optimization conducted for its May testimony filing), 

that discount drops to approximately  based on a relatively modest change to PG&E’s RA 

optimization conducted for PG&E’s October Update testimony. This substantial swing in Retained 

RA value—based solely on a modest difference in the battery discharge quantity appearing in the 

CAISO peak hour at the moment in time the modeling was completed—is illogical in the context 

of the PCIA. 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 appropriately reflects this intuition—

it produces the same discount for battery storage RA (relative to baseload) if applied to any LSE, 

and irrespective of any individual LSE’s dispatch optimization decisions. Therefore, the 

Commission should not adopt PG&E’s revised RA valuation proposal and should adopt SCE’s 

Interim SoD method to the extent it declines to maintain the status quo. 

B. PG&E’S REVISED RA SOD METHODOLOGY DOES NOT ALIGN WITH 
PG&E’S VALUATION OF BATTERY RESOURCES 

In its Opening Brief, PG&E claims the discount in the price per Net Qualifying Capacity 

(NQC) for battery resources reflected in its revised RA SoD proposal is “aligned with PG&E’s 
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PG&E’s valuation of battery resources. In fact, PG&E’s valuation of battery resources reflects a 

discount that is far more closely aligned with the discount produced by SCE’s interim SoD method. 

C. PG&E HAS ALL THE INFORMATION IT NEEDS TO IMPLEMENT 
SCE’S INTERIM SOD METHOD IF THE COMMISSION DIRECTS IT TO 
DO SO 

PG&E claims it cannot implement SCE’s interim SoD method because CalCCA provided 

“scant information” regarding that method. That argument not only strains belief, it is also plainly 

contradicted by the record. First, nothing prevents the Commission from directing PG&E to adopt 

a methodology approved for another utility in a separate decision. Indeed, just last year, the 

Commission directed SDG&E to adopt SCE’s common cost allocation methodology in SDG&E’s 

ERRA Forecast case, despite lacking any record on SCE’s methodology in the SDG&E 

proceeding.54 

Second, CalCCA witness Dickman laid out the mechanics of SCE’s interim SoD method 

in his testimony in detail. As Mr. Dickman described: 

According to the SCE Interim SOD Method, baseload resources that 
deliver consistent output throughout the day continue to count up to 
their NQC for the month. For intermittent resources (e.g., wind, 
solar), the RA quantity is the average of their hourly exceedance 
values, which vary depending on the region and technology. Stand-
alone battery storage resources are calculated as the storage NQC 
minus an estimate of the RA capacity needed for charging. SCE’s 
formula for calculating the RA quantity from storage resources is 
NQC — NQC * 4 / 24 / Round Trip Efficiency. 

Mr. Dickman also quoted directly from SCE’s 2026 ERRA Forecast testimony, in which SCE 

further described its method: 

In the SOD framework, storage resources are not assigned specific 
pre-determined hourly quantities for the hourly capacity 

 

54  D.24-12-040, Decision Approving San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s 2025 Electric 
Procurement Revenue Requirement Forecasts, 2025 Electric Sales Forecast, and Greenhouse Gas Related 
Forecasts, A.24-05-010 (Dec. 19, 2024), at COL 17. 
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determination. Instead, storage resources are optimized to address 
RA shortfalls during any hour of the day. Furthermore, the CPUC’s 
QC methodology for energy storage has not changed. It is still based 
on the capacity (MW) level at which the storage resource is capable 
of discharging for four or more consecutive hours. Under the 
previous RA framework, storage resources with a duration of four 
hours or more are deemed equivalent to baseload for RA counting, 
underscoring their ability to provide capacity during the peak period. 
Therefore, their RA quantity can still be based on their NQC value. 
However, the SOD rules introduced an additional requirement: 
storage resources can only be counted towards RA if there is 
sufficient charging capacity. The combination of storage resources 
and the charging RA capacity provides a solution equivalent to 
baseload. Therefore, the effective contribution from storage is 
calculated as the storage NQC minus the RA capacity needed for 
charging.55  

To the extent PG&E needed clarification on any aspect of SCE’s Interim SoD method following 

its review of CalCCA’s testimony, it could have conducted discovery—but it chose not to do so. 

The reality is, PG&E has the information it needs to implement SCE’s interim SoD method. To 

the extent the Commission adopts any change to PG&E’s existing RA valuation approach in this 

proceeding, it should adopt SCE’s interim SoD method. 

III. CALCCA’S RECOMMENDATIONS RELATING TO ITS NOW-DENIED 
APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF D.25-06-049 ARE MOOT 

CalCCA’s Opening Brief discussed the approach the Commission should have taken on 

account of CalCCA’s Application for Rehearing (AFR) of D.25-06-049 pending. The Commission 

has since denied that AFR.56 As a result, those recommendations are moot. 

 

55  Exhibit CalCCA-01C, at 30-31 (citing A.25-05-008, SCE-01 at 132:10-21).  
56  D.25-10-061. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA requests the Commission adopt the recommendations 

listed in the Summary of Recommendations and Conclusions provided in CalCCA’s Opening 

Brief. 
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