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I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) presents this direct
testimony in the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Recover in Customer
Rates the Costs to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant from
September 1, 2023, through December 31, 2025, and for Approval of Planned Expenditure
of 2025 Volumetric Performance Fees (Application). This testimony has been prepared on
behalf of CalCCA by Brian Dickman, Partner, NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC.
Mr. Dickman’s qualifications are set forth in Attachment A.

CalCCA has a particular interest in the Diablo Canyon Power Plant’s (DCPP)
extended operations because costs of extended operations will be recovered from
customers of all load-serving entities (LSEs) subject to the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (Commission) jurisdiction, including customers of community choice
aggregators (CCA) that are members of CalCCA. This testimony focuses on the following
issues in Commissioner Douglas’ June 18, 2024, Scoping Ruling:!

2. Whether the calculation of the non-bypassable charge and rate proposals by Pacific

Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE),

and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E) comply with Decision (D.)

23-12-036 and should be approved.

3. Whether PG&E’s proposal complies with the implementation of the methodology
established by D.23-12-036 for allocating the RA attributes and GHG-Free energy

associated with DCPP’s extended operations.

1

See Application (A.) 24-03-018, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, pp. 3-4

(June 18, 2024) (2024 Scoping Ruling).
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4. Whether PG&E’s proposed volumetric performance fees (VPFs) spending plan for

the November 3, 2024, to December 31, 2025, period complies with Pub. Util. Code

section 712.8(s)(1) requirements and should be approved.

Based on my review of PG&E’s Application, supporting workpapers, and responses to

discovery, I make the following recommendations:

The Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal to modify the allocation of
resource adequacy (RA) attributes and greenhouse gas-free (GHG-Free)
energy because it does not comply with D.23-12-036.

The Commission should require PG&E to include analysis of any under- or
over-collections in the Diablo Canyon Extended Operations Balancing Account
(DCEOBA), along with detailed supporting information, as part of future
DCPP Forecast applications and the Tier 3 Advice Letter true-up process.

The Commission should adopt principles to ensure projects funded with
Volumetric Performance Fee (VPF) revenue benefit the maximum number of
customers possible, to prioritize spending on electric distribution projects to
help reduce upward pressure on distribution rates, and to de-prioritize spending
on PG&E’s generation assets to avoid competitive issues with other LSEs in its
service territory. Further, when presenting proposed project funding plans,
PG&E should be required to explain how it satisfied the above principles and
to demonstrate which stakeholders benefit from the selected projects.

PG&E should be required to revise its planned uses of VPF funding in 2025 to:
1) remove any expenditures (or possible expenditures) related to its gas line of

business, 2) remove expenditures on generation-related projects, and 3) update
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expenditures on specified projects along with a demonstration that it selected
eligible projects that benefit the largest number of customers possible.

I1. BACKGROUND ON DCPP RATEMAKING AND BENEFIT
ALLOCATION DURING EXTENDED OPERATIONS

In this inaugural DCPP Forecast Application, PG&E seeks approval of the net costs
of DCPP extended operations from September 1, 2023, through December 31, 2025. Net
costs will be recovered from customers of all Commission-jurisdictional LSEs through the
Diablo Canyon Non-Bypassable Charge (DCNBC). Pursuant to the statutory framework
established in Senate Bill (SB) 846, certain costs and benefits of DCPP extended operations
will be shared with customers of all LSEs, while other costs and benefits of DCPP extended
operations will remain only with customers of LSEs in PG&E’s service territory. PG&E
summarized its requested cost recovery for the initial forecast period (2023 — 2025) in
Table 12-3 of its testimony, where it identified the costs to be recovered ‘Statewide’ and
the ‘PG&E-Specific’ costs to be recovered from customers in PG&E’s service territory.?

Calculation of the DCPP net costs begins with Operational Revenue Requirement,
which includes operation and maintenance expense, annual project costs (i.e., ongoing
plant expenditures that would be capitalized under continued plant operations), fuel costs,
employee retention expense, and taxes. As authorized in D.23-12-036, PG&E also includes
in Operational Revenue Requirement the cost of RA substitution capacity it must provide
as the DCPP operator during periods when the DCPP units are on planned outage in
accordance with California Independent System Operator (CAISO) tariffs.> Operational

Revenue Requirement is a Statewide cost recovered from all customers.

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 12-7, Table 12-3.
D.23-12-036, pp. 86-87.
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Next, SB 846 entitles PG&E to recover certain fees in lieu of a rate-based return

typically recovered on utility generating assets and authorizes PG&E to establish a fund to

cover the cost of replacement power during unanticipated plant outages. PG&E identifies

these Statutory Fees as the Management Fee, the Volumetric Performance Fee, and

Liquidated Damages. Cost recovery for Statutory Fees varies as follows:

The Management Fee is a fixed payment to PG&E of $50 million (in 2022
dollars) for each unit for each year of extended operations of DCPP.* This cost
escalates annually and is recoverable from all Statewide customers.

A VPF of $6.50 (in 2022 dollars, escalating annually) for each megawatt hour
(MWh) generated by Diablo Canyon is to be recovered from all Statewide
customers.

An additional $6.50/MWh (in 2022 dollars, escalating annually) is to be
recovered only from customers in PG&E’s service territory.’> Revenue collected
from customers to recover the VPF is to be used to fund projects in PG&E’s
service territory that meet specified critical public purpose priorities.®
Liquidated Damages are authorized to be recovered at $12.5 million per month
per unit to fund a balancing account of $300 million.” The Liquidated Damages
Subaccount will be used to cover the costs of replacement power should PG&E

have an unplanned outage for which it is determined that PG&E did not meet

N N B

Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(f)(6).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(f)(5).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(s)(1).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(g).
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the reasonable manager standard.® These costs are recovered from all Statewide
customers. However, if there are funds remaining in the Liquidated Damages
Subaccount at the end of extended operations the balance will be returned only
to customers in PG&E service territory.’

On an annual basis, wholesale market revenue earned by selling DCPP energy into
the CAISO market will be used to offset the DCPP Total Costs. This CAISO Market
Revenue reduces the total revenue requirements that must be recovered from Statewide
customers.'? To the extent there is excess CAISO Market Revenue, meaning the wholesale
market revenue exceeds the DCPP Total Costs, the excess revenue is to be returned only
to customers in PG&E service territory.!! For customers outside PG&E’s service territory,
the Commission may credit wholesale market revenue up to their respective annual costs
and expenses, but not beyond that amount.

In D.23-12-036 the Commission authorized PG&E to true-up actual DCPP
extended operations costs, net of CAISO Market Revenue, through the DCEOBA. The
process of setting rates to recover the costs of extended operations at DCPP will involve
two interrelated proceedings. Each year PG&E will seek approval of DCPP’s projected net
costs using a forecast of extended operations over the subsequent year. In that annual
application PG&E will also request approval for the inclusion in rates of under- or over-
collections in the DCEOBA. This process—the recovery of forecast costs combined with

a rolling true-up—resembles the Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Forecast

8

Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(i)(1). In the event that the balance of the Liquidated Damages

Subaccount is reduced due to an unplanned outage, PG&E is authorized to recover funds to replenish the
balance up to $300 million. Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(i)(2).

9
10
11

Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(u).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(h)(1).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(h)(3).
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process, with the key difference being that amortizations of under/over-collections
included in the annual DCPP filings will not exceed 115 percent of the forecasted costs.!?
PG&E is also required to file an annual Tier 3 Advice Letter reporting on the actual
extended operations costs and revenue recorded to DCEOBA and whether the recorded
DCEOBA spend for extended operations exceeded 115 percent of the forecast for that
year.!3 These regulatory processes must be harmonized not only to ensure the net costs are
appropriately calculated and collected from customers, but also that the benefits from
extended operations are appropriately allocated.

The current Application, and future annual DCPP forecast proceedings, will also
establish the allocation of benefits associated with DCPP’s extended operations consistent
with D.23-12-036. In that Decision, the Commission adopted a process mirrored after the
Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM) to allocate DCPP's RA capacity to LSEs responsible
for paying the costs of extended operations. Like CAM, the allocation methodology set
forth in D.23-12-036 ensures that all cost-responsible customers, regardless of their LSE,
share the benefits of DCPP’s RA capacity during DCPP’s extended operations. For similar
reasons, D.23-12-036 also requires PG&E to allocate DCPP’s GHG-Free energy to cost-
responsible LSEs. This allocation will be based on each LSE’s load forecast such that those
LSEs are able to count DCPP’s GHG-Free attributes towards their Power Content Labels
(PCL) under the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Power Source Disclosure (PSD)

program.

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 10-4, line 20 through page 10-5, line 9.
1d., page 10-5, lines 10-23; see Attachment B, PG&E Response to CalCCA data request 2.07.
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III. PG&E’S PROPOSAL TO MODIFY THE ALLOCATION OF DCPP RA
ATTRIBUTES AND GHG-FREE ENERGY DOES NOT COMPLY
WITH THE METHODOLOGY ESTABLISHED BY THE
COMMISSION IN D.23-12-036.

In this proceeding, PG&E must implement the benefit allocation methodologies
established in D.23-12-036. D.23-12-036 clearly directs PG&E to allocate the RA benefits
of DCPP extended operations among LSEs in PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E service areas on
the basis of 12-month coincident peak load (12 CP).!* It also directs PG&E to offer LSEs
that pay for DCPP extended operations the ability to accept a share of DCPP’s GHG-Free
attributes, allocated according to each LSE’s proportionate share of customer load.!>

PG&E’s proposed allocation of RA and GHG-Free attributes does not follow the
benefit allocation methodologies D.23-12-036 established. Instead, PG&E proposes its
own new allocation methodology. PG&E’s proposed methodology begins by allocating
extended operations costs to IOU service territories based on 12 CP, but then PG&E adjusts
the allocated costs to include, for PG&E, the statutory fees required to be paid by only
customers in its service territory. PG&E proposes to calculate the ratio of these adjusted
costs by IOU service territory compared to the total costs and use that ratio to allocate RA
and GHG-Free attributes.

In support of its proposal, PG&E claims that “D.23-12-036 did not consider the
higher costs to customers in PG&E’s service area” during DCPP extended operations.!®
However, PG&E’s proposal ignores that 1) the purpose of this proceeding is to implement
the methodologies established in D.23-12-036, not propose new allocation methodologies;

2) the Commission is not required to adjust allocation rates considering the “higher costs

D.23-12-036, p. 137, Ordering Paragraph 9.
1d., p. 131, Conclusions of Law 41-42.
PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 2-21, lines 7-9.
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to customers in PG&E’s service area”, and 3) the Commission considered multiple benefits
that will accrue specifically to customers in PG&E’s service territory when it established

RA and GHG-Free allocation methodologies in D.23-12-036.

A. The Commission Adopted Methodologies for Allocating Costs and Benefits of
DCPP Extended Operations in D.23-12-036.

SB 846 extended the life of DCPP for the benefit of all of California’s electric
customers while designating a single IOU, PG&E, as the operator. Public Resources Code
Section 25548.7 states, “Continued operation of the Diablo Canyon powerplant as provided
in this chapter is in all respects for the welfare and the benefit of the people of the state...”
Based on this rationale, SB 846 also alters the cost recovery framework for DCPP during
extended operations. SB 846 entitles PG&E to recover the reasonable and necessary costs to
operate DCPP beyond the current expiration dates, net of market revenue from DCPP
operation. With limited exceptions, SB 846 specifies that DCPP extended operations costs are
to be recovered from customers of all jurisdictional LSEs in California.

The rationale and framework for extending DCPP operations described in SB 846
is similar to the CAM concept originally established by the Commission in D.06-07-029.
The Commission instituted CAM as a mechanism to streamline procurement of critical
new resource capacity for the benefit of multiple customer groups (e.g., bundled and
unbundled customers). Like CAM, the allocation methodology set forth by D.23-12-036
ensures that all customers, regardless of their LSE, share the benefits of DCPP’s RA
capacity during the plant’s extended operations in a manner proportional to their
contribution to the system's peak demand. This approach maintains a balanced distribution
of costs and benefits, where each LSE pays for the costs of the resource, net of revenue

earned in the wholesale market, and each LSE receives RA credits based on its share of the
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12-month coincident peak. Table 1 below provides the 12 CP allocation ratios as approved
in D.23-12-036, along with the corresponding allocation of statewide extended operations
costs and RA capacity.

Table 1: 12 CP Allocation of Statewide Costs and RA Benefits

12-CP Statewide Approved RA

Allocation  Costs* ('000s) Allocation (MW)

PG&E 45.0% $ 506,951 1,026
SCE 44.7% $ 504,122 1,019
SDG&E 10.3% $ 116,052 235
Total 100.0% $ 1,127,125 2,280

Regarding GHG-Free attributes, D.23-12-036 directs PG&E to use the interim
allocation process approved in Resolution E-5111, which allocates GHG-Free energy to
LSEs based on load share.!” Specifically, under the approved method, PG&E determines
an LSE’s share of GHG-Free energy using an “Allocation Ratio” calculated as the LSE’s
forecasted load compared to the total forecasted load for customers responsible for the
costs of the resources.!® In R.23-01-007, CalCCA proposed that the Allocation Ratio be
calculated to allocate DCPP GHG-Free energy to customers of all paying LSEs using load
forecasted in the CEC’s California Energy Demand forecast. Table 2 below presents the
Allocation Ratio at the IOU service territory level using the CEC’s 2023 California Energy

Demand forecast of retail sales volume in 2025.

17 As required by ordering paragraph 10 in D.23-12-036, PG&E filed Advice Letter 7295-E on June
12, 2024, requesting approval of the process for allocating DCPP GHG-Free energy to all Commission-
jurisdictional LSEs.

18 PG&E Advice Letter 5930-E, Appendix P, page 3; approved in Resolution E-5111.
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Table 2: Load Share Allocation of GHG-Free Energy

Approved GHG-
Free Allocation
Method
PG&E 42.6%
SCE 47.2%
SDG&E 10.2%
Total 100.0%

B. PG&E’s RA and GHG-Free Allocation Proposals Do Not Comply with the
Methodology Established by D.23-12-036.

PG&E's proposed allocation deviates from the methodology approved in D.23-12-
036 by reallocating RA capacity and GHG-Free attributes in a way that shifts benefits to
PG&E’s service territory. According to PG&E’s adjusted allocation proposal, statewide
costs recovered from all customers would first be allocated among IOU service territories
using 12-month coincident peak load. Rather than stopping there as D.23-12-036 requires,
PG&E proposes to add costs specific to PG&E service territory to PG&E’s allocated total
(i.e., the additional $6.50/MWh fee in 2022 dollars paid for solely by PG&E’s service area
customers), and then use the revised costs by IOU service territory to derive new allocation

factors applicable at the service territory level.!

PG&E recommends that Energy Division
then use the revised RA allocation to IOU service territories to determine each LSE’s

allocated share of DCPP RA within each utility’s service area.?’ PG&E’s proposal and the

impact it would have on RA allocation is illustrated in Table 3 and Table 4 below.

19
20

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 2-21, lines 15-27.
Id., page 2-22, lines 7-17.

10
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PG&E
SCE

SDG&E

Total

Table 3: PG&E’s Proposal to Modify RA Allocation

Allocated Statewide & PG&E PG&E Proposed
Statewide Costs PG&E Specific Proposed RA Allocation
('000s) Costs ('000s) Allocation % (MW)
PG&E $ 506,951 $ 586,756 48.6% 1,108
SCE $ 504,122 $ 504,122 41.8% 953
SDG&E $ 116,052 $ 116,052 9.6% 219
Total $ 1,127,125 $ 1,206,930 100.0% 2,280
Table 4: Impact of PG&E’s Modified RA Allocation
Approved  Approved RA PG&E PG&E Proposed Changein Change in
12-CP Allocation Proposed RA Allocation Allocation Allocation
Allocation (MW) Allocation % (MW) % (MW)
45.0% 1,026 48.6% 1,108 3.6% 82
44.7% 1,019 41.8% 953 -2.9% (66)
10.3% 235 9.6% 219 -0.7% (16)
100.0% 2,280 100.0% 2,280 0.0% -

In a similar vein, PG&E proposes that DCPP’s GHG-Free energy attributes be

allocated to LSEs using the same adjusted allocation ratios for RA capacity.?! That is,

rather than use each LSE’s load to determine its share of DCPP GHG-Free energy, PG&E

proposes to allocate GHG-Free energy based on its adjusted cost allocation. PG&E’s

proposed methodology to allocate GHG-Free attributes diverges from D.23-12-036 in that

the allocation methodology defined by the decision required PG&E to use the existing

method for voluntarily offering a share of the GHG attributes of certain resources to

LSEs.?? Table 5 shows the difference between the approved methodology and PG&E’s

proposal in this Application.

21
22

Id., page 2-23, lines 6-7.
D.23-12-036, p. 90.

11
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Table 5: GHG-Free Allocation Methodologies

Approved GHG- PG&E Proposed

Free Allocation GHG-Free Change in

Method Allocation Allocation
PG&E 42.6% 48.6% 6.0%
SCE 47.2% 41.8% -5.4%
SDG&E 10.2% 9.6% -0.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%

In its reply to protests, PG&E claims it is not undoing or relitigating anything the
Commission established in D.23-12-036, it is merely using the Commission-approved
methodology as a “basis with an adjustment.”?® PG&E states that it does not disagree with
the Commission's 12 CP allocation methodology, it merely seeks to adjust the results. As
shown in my testimony, however, PG&E’s “adjustment” modifies the allocation
methodology for RA and is a wholesale change in the allocation approach for GHG-Free
energy. LSEs would receive totally different RA and GHG-Free allocations under the
approved methodology versus PG&E’s approach.

PG&E's proposal to change the RA and GHG-Free allocation is not in compliance
with the methodology adopted by the Commission in D.23-12-036. In fact, PG&E’s
adjustment to the RA and GHG-Free allocation was never presented in the R.23-01-007
proceeding leading to D.23-12-036, so it clearly was not part of the methodology adopted
in that decision. The Commission should reject PG&E's proposed adjustment here and
direct PG&E to adhere to the methodology established in D.23-12-036, ensuring that RA
allocation is based on each LSE's contribution to the 12-month coincident peak and GHG-

Free energy is allocated based on each LSE’s load share.

23

Reply of PG&E to Protests, pp. 10-11.

12



N —

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

C. The Approved Allocation Methodology Accounts for the Higher Cost
Responsibility in PG&E’s Service Area.

Even if PG&E were meant to propose new attribute allocation methodologies in
this case, and it was not, the Commission should not adopt PG&E’s proposal. There are

two reasons for this. First, the statutory section cited by PG&E as permitting the allocation

of DCPP’s attributes allows, but does not require, the Commission to “consider the higher
cost to customers in the operator’s service area.”?* Second, the Commission already
considered the higher cost to customers in PG&E’s service area when it issued D.23-12-
036 and established attribute allocation methodologies. Therefore, the Commission need
not to do so again.

According to D.23-12-036, almost all the costs related to DCPP extended
operations will be allocated to CPUC jurisdictional LSEs based on their contribution to 12-
month coincident peak demand. While SB 846 requires customers in PG&E’s service
territory to pay an additional VPF (to which PG&E points as justification for its modified
allocation proposal), it also makes three specific categories of benefits available only to
customers in PG&E’s service territory. First, only customers in PG&E service territory will
receive a credit when DCPP earns wholesale market revenues that exceed the cost of
extended operations. Table 6 below demonstrates that, based on the projected market prices
included in PG&E’s application, PG&E expects DCPP to earn nearly $100 million in
excess wholesale revenue in 2026 and nearly $50 million in excess wholesale revenues in
2029. To the extent they materialize, those excess revenues will accrue only to customers

in PG&E’s service territory—not to any other customer.

24

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 2-21, lines 4-14. See also Pub. Util. Code

Section 712.8(q).

13
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Table 6: PG&E Diablo Canyon Above Market Costs/(Excess Revenues)?

$ millions

Expense O&M and Projects

Nuclear Fuel Expense Amortization
SpentNuclear FuelManagement (DOELBA
Proceeds)

Fixed Payment
Volumetric Performance Fee - Statewide
Volumetric Performance Fee - PG&E Specific

A&G Allocation

Taxes

Revenue Fees and Uncollectibles
Debt Financing Costs

RA Substitution

Liquidated Damages Subaccount
Extended Operation Costs - Statewide
Extended Operation Costs - PG&E Specific

DCPP Generation Market Revenues
Extended Operation Above Market Costs

Generation Volume (GWh)
CAISO Market Price ($/MWh)

2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
$17.0 $ 636 $ 4177 $ 5931 $ 5648 $ 5892 $ 4855 $ 316.1
$ 1340 $ 1340 $ 1340 $ 1340 $ 134.0 $ 134.0
$ (131) $ (133) $ (1500 $ (1.0
$ 84 ¢ 707 $ 1057 $ 1064 $ 1076 $ 100.0 $ 46.2
$ 98 ¢ 701 $ 1278 ¢ 1316 $ 1279 $ 1335 $ 55.0
$ 98 ¢ 701 $ 1278 $ 1316 $ 1279 $ 1335 $ 55.0
$ 2041 $ 2094 $ 1969 $ 91.9
$ 19 $ 88 $ 476 $ 668 $ 677 $ 701 $ 654 $ 37.0
$03¢$ 03 3% 518 03 $ 16 $ 37 $ 10 $ 37
$ 02 % 30 $ 06 $ 15 $ 22 $ 24 $ 12
$ 85 ¢$ 679 ¢ 510 $ 424 $ 764 $ 170 $ 339

$ 250 $ 2000 $ 75.0
"$19.2 $ 124.6 $1,016.1 $ 1,154.3 $ 1,241.0 $ 1,307.2 $ 1,120.7 $ 718.0
$- $ 98 ¢ 701 $ 1278 $ 1316 $ 1279 $ 1335 $ 55.0
$(113.1) $ (699.9) $(1,250.8) $(1,234.2) $(1,139.1) $(1,167.9) $ (448.0)
$19.2 $ 115 $ 3162  $ (96.6) $ 67 $ 168.1|% (47.2) $ 270.0
1,442 10,207 18,183 18,268 17,305 17,612 7,068
$78.44  $68.57  $68.79  $67.56  $65.83  $66.32  $63.39

Second, only customers in PG&E service territory are entitled to receive funds

remaining in the DCPP Liquidated Damages Subaccount at the conclusion of the extended

operations period. As background, SB 846 requires all customers from all jurisdictional

LSEs to contribute to a $300 million fund tracked in the Liquidated Damages Subaccount

and designated to recover the cost of outages at DCPP during the period of extended

operations. Per the statute, this Liquidated Damages Subaccount is established to cover the

cost of outages occurring due to PG&E’s failure to meet the reasonable manager standard.?

In other words, customers are required to fund this balancing account to cover the cost of

25

and societal benefits during the extended operations period. Table 6 of CalCCA’s testimony provides the
same forecast from Table 2-3 but is limited to the costs and revenue that will be recovered from

In Table 2-3 of PG&E’s testimony, PG&E provided a forecast of DCPP costs, revenue credits

customers through the DCNBC (i.e., excluding societal benefits or the value of allocated RA attributes).
Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(i)(1)

26

14
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imprudent outages. The cost of unavoidable outages that occur even when PG&E acts as a
prudent manager will be recovered from all customers through the DCEOBA. To the extent
funds remain in the Liquidated Damages Subaccount at the end of extended operations, the
surplus will be refunded only to customers in PG&E’s service territory.2” Through
discovery, PG&E confirmed there has only been one instance since 2010 (and none in the
last 10 years) where an unplanned outage at a DCPP unit was found to be caused by PG&E
failing to meet the reasonable manager standard.?®* And even if the Commission directs
PG&E to use funds from the Liquidated Damages Subaccount to cover the cost of an
outage, PG&E is entitled to replenish the fund by charging all customers.*° It is therefore
likely that customers in PG&E’s service territory—and no other customers—will benefit
from a $300 million refund after DCPP extended operations.

Finally, SB 846 directed PG&E to use VPF revenue to accelerate or increase
spending on critical public purposes.?! The benefits of those expenditures, such as
infrastructure improvements, enhanced reliability, and operational efficiencies, will accrue
to customers in PG&E’s service territory alone. For example, in the current case PG&E
proposes to spend VPF funds on several specific initiatives during 2025, including a pole
inspection program, accelerated enhancements of certain activities related to PG&E’s
hydro assets, and expediting customer interconnections.’? The proposed Comprehensive

Pole Inspection Program identifies PG&E’s electric distribution assets most likely to

27
28
29

Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(u).
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.13.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.12. PG&E noted that outages

occurring since July 2020 are still pending review in ERRA Compliance proceedings.

30
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Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(i)(2).
Spending on critical public purpose priorities will only follow offsetting DCPP actual costs >

115% of forecast costs, per D.23-12-036.

32

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, pages 9-6 to 9-11.
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present a safety or wildfire risk. Accelerated enhancements of hydro asset management,
inspection, and maintenance activities is intended to improve management of PG&E’s
hydro generation fleet. And a third program relates to streamlining processes,
implementing new work practices, and contributing funds to upgrade PG&E’s enterprise
resource planning software, all to expedite customer interconnections and modernize the
grid. Each of these uses of VPF funds would exclusively benefit customers in PG&E’s
service area.

It is true that SB 846 requires customers in PG&E’s service territory to pay an
additional VPF that Statewide customers are not required to pay. However, it is clear that
SB 846 contemplates several specific offsetting financial benefits that will accrue only to
customers in PG&E’s service territory. Furthermore, CalCCA and others identified these
statutory advantages in testimony addressing the allocation of DCPP extended operations
costs and benefits in R.23-01-007. For example, in R.23-01-007 I sponsored testimony on
CalCCA’s behalf wherein I observed that CalCCA’s allocation proposals achieve a fair
result because customers of LSEs in PG&E’s service territory (unlike customers of LSEs
outside of PG&E’s service territory) benefit from surplus wholesale market revenue and
the return of excess funds paid into the Liquidated Damages Subaccount by all customers.
These statutory provisions are not new and were highlighted by parties prior to the
Commission establishing the methodologies for allocating DCPP RA and GHG-Free

attributes in D.23-12-036.34

33
34

R.23-01-007, CalCCA-01 at 27-29.
PG&E has appealed D.23-12-036. See Pacific Gas and Electric Company v. California Public

Utilities Commission, Petition for Writ of Review (1st. App. Dist. July 3, 2024). In its Petition, PG&E
claims the Commission erred in directing PG&E to use volumetric performance fee revenue to first offset
DCPP costs greater than 115% of forecast costs. To the extent PG&E prevails, it will be able to use more
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IV.  PG&E SHOULD PROVIDE DETAILED VARIANCE ANALYSIS AND
WORKPAPERS DURING FUTURE FORECAST APPLICATIONS AND
TIER 3 ADVICE LETTER TRUEUPS.

This DCPP Forecast application seeks approval of rates to recover forecasted costs,
effective January 1, 2025. Actual costs and revenue related to DCPP extended operations,
including customer revenue collected through the DCNBC, will be recorded to the
DCEOBA beginning 2025 and will be subject to true-up in subsequent filings. Under- or
over-collections in the DCEOBA will be addressed in at least two different proceedings in
upcoming years.

In March 2025, PG&E will file a second DCPP Forecast application to review and
approve forecast costs for the period January 1, 2026, through December 31, 2026.3° That
application will also include projected over/under-collections in the DCEOBA through the
end of 2025 for amortization in rates effective January 1, 2026.3¢ Again, this process is
intended to be similar to the ERRA Forecast process, with the key difference being that
under/over-collections in the DCEOBA will only be included in the DCPP Forecast
proceeding to the extent actual expenses are at or below 115 percent of the forecast costs.’’
Actual expenses above 115 percent of forecasted costs are to be identified and reviewed in
a separate filing.

PG&E is also required to file an annual Tier 3 Advice Letter reporting on the

recorded activity in DCEOBA and whether actual spend for extended operations exceeded

of the volumetric performance fee revenue it collects towards statutory critical public purpose priorities. It
is therefore important the Commission establish reasonable guardrails related to PG&E's use of
volumetric performance fee revenues in this proceeding.

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 10-4, lines 21-27.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.07.
Id.
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115 percent of the forecast for that year.>® PG&E does not yet know when it plans to file
the first Advice Letter, nor does it have a schedule determined for subsequent filings.>
Through discovery, PG&E stated that the content of the Tier 3 Advice Letter will be
structured similar to the review of procurement-related balancing accounts in the annual
ERRA Compliance proceedings. *° Specifically, the presentation will describe the
background and structure of the DCEOBA and its associated subaccounts, detail the
activity recorded in the account and subaccounts, and provide a variance analysis
comparing PG&E's forecasted costs to actual costs for the record period.*! To the extent
PG&E's actual costs exceed 115 percent of forecast costs, those costs will be subject to a
reasonableness review following a yet undetermined process. PG&E has said that it will
seek Commission direction on how to conduct a reasonableness review if costs exceed 115
percent of the approved forecast.*?

Under- or over-collections can occur in the DCEOBA for various reasons,
including deviations in extended operations costs, changes in CAISO market revenue due
to variations in generation output or market prices, and changes in customer collections
resulting from higher or lower customer load. Understanding the cause of these variations
in the DCEOBA is critical because all under- or over-collections are not treated the same
for cost recovery purposes. For example, if higher retail sales volumes cause an over-
collected balance in the DCEOBA, the balance can be returned to all customers causing

the over-collection. However, if an over-collection is caused by excess CAISO market

38
39
40
41
42

See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 1.27.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.05.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.03.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.06.
See Attachment B, PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 2.03.
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revenue, the balance can only be returned to customers in PG&E’s service territory.
Because all actual DCEOBA inputs will vary from the forecast, the Commission will need
to have a detailed understanding of the drivers of any balance in the DCEOBA account
before customer rates can be determined.

CalCCA and other intervenors routinely identify issues or errors in PG&E and other
IOU ERRA filings which require remedy prior to ERRA rates being set. The DCNBC
would likely be no different. CalCCA is concerned that interested parties may not be
provided adequate information or time to review the workings of the DCEOBA, understand
the drivers of any balance in the DCEOBA, and ensure under- or over-recoveries are
reflected correctly in customer rates. Both filing processes described above are expedited
proceedings with limited time for interested parties to review the details of PG&E’s
calculations. PG&E confirmed that it expects to include the 2025 DCEOBA under- or over-
collection in the DCPP Forecast application to set rates for 2026, but it has provided no
indication how it will demonstrate that the DCEOBA balance has been properly calculated
and assigned to the correct group of customers for recovery.*

Additionally, PG&E stated in discovery that SB 846 does not mandate a review and
audit of actual costs and revenues* and that it intends to limit the workpapers it makes
available in the Tier 3 Advice Letter process to a “summarized level.” In practice, this
will be a significant challenge for parties wishing to review PG&E’s filing given the tight
timeline for submitting protests, which is only 20 days in a Tier 3 Advice Letter process.

Due to the short turnaround and PG&E’s initial plan to provide only summary level

43
44
45

See Attachment B, PG&E response to CalCCA data request 2.07.
See Attachment B, PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.28.
See Attachment B, PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.29.
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workpapers, undertaking a detailed review of the DCEOBA balance and evaluation of
under- or over-collections in either the DCPP Forecast proceeding, or the Tier 3 Advice
Letter filing will be challenging.

CalCCA recommends that PG&E be required to demonstrate the drivers of under-
or over-collected balances in DCEOBA each time it files a DCPP Forecast application or
the Tier 3 Advice Letter review. Interested parties should also be provided workpapers with
sufficient supporting detail to facilitate a review of the DCEOBA balance and PG&E’s
evaluation of the drivers concurrent with the DCPP Forecast application or Tier 3 Advice
Letter filing. Such reviews ensure that PG&E complies with Commission directives set
forth in D.23-12-036 and the requirements of SB 846 prior to including costs in customer
rates.

Specifically, CalCCA seeks the opportunity to review PG&E’s DCEOBA-related
calculations for consistency with tariffs, evaluate the cause of under- and over-collections,
and verify that the mechanism is functioning as intended. PG&E is required to provide
certain information and data in other similar applications (i.e., ERRA Forecast and ERRA
Compliance) in the form of a “Master Data Request.” Since review of DCEOBA under-
and over-collections must occur during the DCPP Forecast application and Tier 3 Advice
Letter process, the Commission should require PG&E to provide the following information
(consistent with ERRA applications) with each filing at the time of filing:*®

1. Workpapers supporting the final (e.g., the October update) forecast revenue

requirement and rates from the DCPP Forecast case and any implementing
advice letters for the record year.

2. Workpapers demonstrating monthly recorded costs and revenue for each tariff

line item in the DCEOBA.
3. DCPP monthly generation volume by unit.

Confidential information would only be provided to parties executing the appropriate non-

disclosure agreement with PG&E.
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4. DCPP monthly CAISO revenue and costs.

Monthly retail revenue recorded for bundled, CCA and direct access customers,

for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.

6. Monthly billed retail sales volumes for bundled, CCA and direct access
customers, for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E.

N

The Commission should also require PG&E to prepare a DCEOBA variance analysis
(forecast vs. actual), with explanations of material variances from forecast, and present it
in the DCPP Forecast case when it requests to roll the DCEOBA balance in rates and the
Tier 3 Advice Letter process when it seeks final approval of the DCEOBA balance. The
variance analysis should include workpapers with DCEOBA detail by tariff line item,
including dollar amounts and underlying volumes.

V. PG&E’S PRIORITIZATION OF VOLUMETRIC PERFORMANCE FEE

EXPENDITURES SHOULD FOLLOW PRINCPLES TIED TO SB 846 THAT
REFLECT ITS STATEWIDE COST RECOVERY PARADIGM.

According to SB 846, to the extent it is not needed for Diablo Canyon, VPF revenue
must be spent to accelerate, or increase spending on, the following public purpose
priorities:*’

(A) Accelerating customer and generator interconnections.

(B) Accelerating actions needed to bring renewable and zero-carbon energy
online and modernize the electrical grid.

(C) Accelerating building decarbonization.

(D) Workforce and customer safety.

(E) Communications and education.

(F) Increasing resiliency and reducing operational and system risk.

In this proceeding, PG&E proposes both a process to determine the use of VPF
revenue it collects going forward, as well as specific uses for VPF revenues it collects in

2025. With respect to process, PG&E proposes a three-step “waterfall” to determine the

Pub. Util. Code Section 712.8(s)(1).
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use of VPF revenue.*® First, PG&E will select specific projects, chosen from the universe
of projects compiled as part of its annual corporate planning process, that it believes meet
the public purpose priorities listed above and that either require funding incremental to
amounts included in a GRC or that are new programs not previously included in a GRC.#
Based on that list of projects, PG&E will set a total budgeted spend during 2025 that is less
than the total expected VPF revenue over that time frame. Second, PG&E earmarks the
remaining expected VPF revenue to be used, as available, for unforeseen risk and safety
work in certain major work categories.’® This earmarked contingency funding essentially
provides a buffer so that PG&E does not plan to spend VPF revenue that does not
materialize due to variation in customer load or DCPP generation. Last, PG&E indicates it
will consider using any funds remaining after VPF dollars are spent on the identified
projects and contingency events to offset DCPP operating costs, at its discretion.!

A. The Commission Should Adopt Principles to Ensure VPF Expenditures
Benefit the Maximum Number of Electric Customers.

CalCCA agrees that identifying specific candidate projects for VPF spending is
important, and equally important is ensuring there is no double recovery from customers
for planned spend already requested in another regulatory proceeding.>> However, I have
several concerns with PG&E’s proposed process. First, PG&E’s process is inadequate
because it identifies projects without considering whether the project’s benefits will flow
equitably to customers. This is a concern because, by virtue of the unique statutory

framework, PG&E will collect VPF revenues from customers across the state but use those

48
49
50
51
52

PG&E Supplemental and Errata Testimony, page 9-1, lines 19-31.
Id., page 9-5, lines 7-24.

Id., page 9-4, lines 23-32.

Id., page 9-5, lines 3-6.

Id., page 9-5, lines 7-10.
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revenues to benefit customers in its service territory (as I discussed above). Given that only
a subset of cost-responsible customers will benefit from PG&E’s use of VPF revenues, it
is particularly important PG&E use those revenues in a manner that benefits the greatest
number of customers.

Second, PG&E’s proposed process allows VPF revenues to be used for projects
from any part of its utility business, including its gas department. As proposed by PG&E,
the only limitations on a project’s eligibility to receive VPF funding is that it must meet
one of the public purposes in Section 712.8(s)(1) and not already be fully funded through
another regulatory proceeding.>® Some of the Section 712.8(s)(1) categories, such as
‘workforce and customer safety’ and ‘communications and education’ could be broadly
applied to any part of PG&E’s business, and may therefore divert VPF revenue to fund
projects that would otherwise be paid for by PG&E’s gas customers.

Third, PG&E’s proposed process does not include any guardrails to avoid
competitive issues with other LSEs in its service territory. For example, spending funds
paid by customers of other LSEs to enhance PG&E’s owned generation fleet or offset the
cost of PG&E’s generation service would give PG&E an unfair competitive advantage over
those LSEs.

To remedy these concerns, the Commission should first clarify that VPF funding
can only be used to fund projects that satisfy the public purpose priorities in Section
712.8(s)(1) and to cover costs that would otherwise be recovered only from PG&E’s
electric customers. I also recommend the Commission adopt the following principles to

guide PG&E in the prioritization of projects funded with VPF revenue:

53

1d.
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1. VPF funds should be used on projects providing benefits to the largest number of
customers possible, including bundled and unbundled customers.

2. VPF funds should be used first on projects related to electric distribution to help
reduce upward pressure on distribution rates and accelerate customer and
generation interconnections.

3. VPF funds should not be used on projects for PG&E’s generation assets until PG&E
can show that eligible delivery-related projects are exhausted.

When presenting proposed project funding plans, PG&E should be required to explain how
it satisfied the above principles and to demonstrate which stakeholders benefit from the
selected projects.

B. PG&E’s Planned Uses for VPF Funding Include Projects that Should Not be
Allowed or Should be De-Prioritized

Applying the “waterfall” process, PG&E’s planned uses for VPF revenue collected
in 2025 are summarized in Table 7 below.

Table 7: PG&E’s Planned Uses for VPFs Collected in 2025

Program Estimated
Funding
1. Comprehensive pole inspection program $30-$60 million

2. Accelerating enhancements of asset management, inspection, | $20-$40 million
and maintenance of activities required for safe and reliable
operations of hydro system infrastructure

3. Accelerating interconnections and actions to reduce | $20-$30 million
operational risk and modernize the grid more efficiently
through operating system enhancements

4. PG&E contingency uses for safety and risk $40-$60 million

I'have two concerns with the proposed uses of VPF revenues described above. First,
Category 4 of PG&E’s proposal is funding contingency uses for safety and risk. PG&E

indicates the funds in this category will be used for any unforeseen key critical risk and
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safety work that would otherwise be done in one of ten major work categories.>* The
eligible major work categories include work on electric transmission and distribution
facilities such as corrective maintenance, preventive maintenance, patrolling and
inspecting facilities, distribution substation operations and maintenance, maintain
overhead electric poles. However, five out of the ten major work categories are related to
PG&E’s gas department. The identified major work categories include work to repair
damages or failed gas facilities; customer service visits to investigate gas leaks, carbon
monoxide monitoring, appliance pilot relights, adjustments, or safety checks; preventive
maintenance on gas distribution assets; leak surveys on gas distribution facilities, and
cathodic protection to mitigate the effects of corrosion on metallic gas distribution
pipelines. PG&E should not be allowed to use VPF funds paid by electric customers to
cover the cost of gas department operations and maintenance — emergent or not.

Second, Category 2 of PG&E’s specifically-identified projects includes spending
on PG&E’s hydroelectric generation system to enhance its asset management system,
perform deferred corrective maintenance, increase routine maintenance, increase
operational staff, and develop more comprehensive operations and maintenance
standards.>®> When asked in discovery whether PG&E intended to use VPF revenue to make
improvements to its generation assets or extend their operating lives, PG&E simply
responded that it planned to accelerate enhancements to the asset management, inspection,
and maintenance activities associated with its utility-owned hydro generation facilities and

that the activities are expected to increase the resiliency and reliability of the assets rather

54
55

Id., pages 9-13 to 9-15, Table 9-1.
1d., pages 9-7 to 9-9.
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than extend their lives.>® Without additional information CalCCA is unable confirm
whether VPF funds will be used in a way that increases generation output or effectively
extends the life of the assets on behalf of PG&E’s bundled customers. If either result
occurs, PG&E’s use of VPF funds would raise complex issues regarding on which
customers’ behalf those investments are being made. Those issues, in turn, implicate
questions regarding appropriate vintaging of the assets and whether PG&E would gain a
competitive advantage over other LSEs in meeting its procurement requirements on
account of revenue paid by all customers. The Commission can avoid having to resolve
these thorny issues by requiring PG&E to prioritize other non-generation-related projects.

PG&E’s primary justification that work on its hydro system meets the Section
712.8(s)(1) priorities is that it would fall under subsection (F) Increasing resiliency and
reducing operational and system risk. While there is no uniformly adopted definition of
resiliency in the electric industry, I understand the term resiliency to refer to the ability to
withstand or recover from disruptive events. Performing additional maintenance and
increasing staff at hydroelectric facilities may reduce the frequency or duration of forced
outages at those specific units, but doing so will not provide any noticeable difference to
retail customers in PG&E’s service territory because when a hydro unit goes on outage the
lost generation is replaced through CASIO market dispatch. On the other hand, recent
Commission activity related to resiliency, such as the microgrids rulemaking R.19-09-

009%7 and the North Coast Resiliency Initiative,’® has focused on delivery infrastructure

56
57

See Attachment B, PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.26.
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/resiliency-and-

microgrids.
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https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/industries-and-topics/electrical-energy/infrastructure/resiliency-and-

microgrids/north-coast-resiliency-initiative.
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and efforts to reduce customer outages. Consistent with the principles proposed above that
VPF-funded projects benefit the maximum number of customers, CalCCA recommends
PG&E be required to pursue opportunities to fund projects related to resiliency on the
distribution system, such as undergrounding conductor or installing microgrids, before
subsidizing operation and maintenance costs at generation facilities.

Ensuring the safety, reliability, and resiliency of the electrical distribution system
at a reasonable cost is an issue of growing emphasis for the Commission. On June 6, 2024,
the Commission issued its Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update Rules for the Safety,
Reliability, and Resiliency of Electrical Distribution Systems, stating, “Newly emergent
risks and priorities motivate the Commission to reexamine several of its current oversight
practices. These emergent risks and priorities include the following: (1) aging equipment;
(2) extreme, climate-driven weather evens; (3) evolving wildfire mitigation practices; (4)
increased prioritization of equity; and (5) increased prioritization of electrification, which
is a critical building block of the State’s strategic goal to decarbonize.”® In May 2021, the
Commission published a report entitled “Utility Costs and Affordability of the Grid of the
Future” in which it produced a long-term rate forecast by cost category for PG&E, SCE,
and SDG&E. The report states, “The need to improve the safety and reliability of the
electric system while meeting California’s climate goals and various statutory mandates
will require careful management of rate and bill impacts to ensure that electric services

remain affordable.”® The report projected that PG&E’s bundled residential rates for

59
60

Order Instituting Rulemaking R.24-05-023 issued June 6, 2024, page 4.
See https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-

division/reports/2021/senate-bill-695-report-2021-and-en-banc-whitepaper final 04302021.pdf (page 7).
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distribution would increase by an annual growth rate of 7.9% from 2024 to 2030, compared
to annual growth in transmission and generation rates of 2.9% and 3.3%, respectively.!
Adopting CalCCA’s recommended principles helps ensure VPF funds will be spent
in a way which benefits the most customers possible consistent with the VPF funding
source from statewide electric customers. PG&E should be required to revise its planned
uses of VPF funding in 2025 to: 1) remove any expenditures (or possible expenditures)
related to its gas line of business, 2) remove expenditures on generation-related projects,
and 3) update expenditures on specified projects along with a demonstration that it selected

eligible projects that benefit the largest number of customers possible.

This concludes my testimony.

61

Id., Appendix B, Figure 47.
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service, rate design, and other ratemaking issues before state and local regulatory bodies. He has provided
litigation support in wholesale and retail jurisdictions, including California, Idaho, Indiana, Oregon, Washington,
Wyoming, Utah, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and Ontario Energy Board. Mr. Dickman offers
expert witness testimony and litigation support in the following areas.

Mr. Dickman prepared revenue requirements, inter-jurisdictional cost allocation, coincident peak allocation
studies, and supporting testimony for PacifiCorp over many years. He now provides litigation support and expert
testimony for clients wishing to review utility filings on revenue requirements, cost allocation, and rate design,
including program-specific rate tariffs.

Mr. Dickman has prepared and evaluated variable power supply cost forecasts, power supply cost balancing
accounts and other rate mechanisms, stranded costs, and exit fees for departing loads. Since 2019, Mr. Dickman
has actively participated in PCIA matters in California on behalf of CCA clients.

Mr. Dickman provided expert testimony for PacifiCorp on various components included in a proposed method
for valuing solar generation resources, the calculation of Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act avoided costs for
large resources and support of modifications to the avoided cost calculation for small resources.
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BRIAN DICKMAN

Partner

WORKSHOPS AND PRESENTATIONS

Host organizations and the topics Mr. Dickman presented are displayed below.

Advanced Workshop in Regulation and Competition, Center for Research in Regulated
Industries, 2018

Customer Choice at a Vertically Integrated Utility
Advanced Workshop in Regulation and Competition, Center for Research in Regulated Industries, 2018

NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC



Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
1. SCE A.23-06-001 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities California Community 2023
calculation of the Power Charge Commission Choice Association
Indifference Amount charged to
Community Choice Aggregators
2. PG&E A.22-09-018 Expert testimony evaluating California Public Utilities California Community 2023
customer benefits of a proposal Commission Choice Association
to transfer generation assets to a
newly created regulated utility
subsidiary
3. PG&E R.23-01-007 Expert testimony proposing new California Public Utilities California Community 2023
rate design and allocation of Commission Choice Association
generation benefits during period
of extended operations at Diablo
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant
4. Joint10OUs R.22-07-005 Expert testimony addressing California Public Utilities California Community 2023
inclusion of stranded costs in Commission Choice Association
newly proposed income
graduated fixed charges for
residential customers
5. SCE A.12-01-008 Declaration supporting response California Public Utilities Clean Power Alliance, 2022
A.12-04-020 to petition for modification of Commission California Choice Energy
A.14-01-007 D.15-01-051, addressing changes Authority
to optional green tariff program
rates
6. SCE A.22-05-014 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities Clean Power Alliance, 2022
calculation of the Power Charge Commission California Choice Energy
Indifference Amount charged to Authority, and Central
Community Choice Aggregators Coast Community Energy
7. PG&E, SCE, SDG&E A.20-02-009 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities CCA Parties (9 individual 2022
A.20-04-002 unrealized sales volumes and Commission CCAs)
A.20-06-001

(Consolidated)

revenue due to Public Safety
Power Shutoff events
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
8. San Diego Gas & A.21-09-001 Expert testimony responding to California Public Utilities San Diego Community 2022
Electric proposed residential Commission Power and Clean Energy
electrification tariff Alliance
9. San Diego Gas & R.20-05-003 Declaration supporting motion for | California Public Utilities San Diego Community 2021
Electric clarification of D.19-11-016, Commission Power
quantifying impact to allocated
incremental reliability
procurement requirement due to
departing load
10. Southern California A.21-06-003 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities Clean Power Alliance and 2021
Edison calculation of the Power Charge Commission California Choice Energy
Indifference Amount charged to Authority
Community Choice Aggregators
11. Pacific Gas & Electric A.21-06-001 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities Joint Community Choice 2021
calculation of the Power Charge Commission Aggregators
Indifference Amount charged to
Community Choice Aggregators
12. San Diego Gas & A.21-04-010 Expert testimony evaluating the California Public Utilities San Diego Community 2021
Electric calculation of the Power Charge Commission Power and Clean Energy
Indifference Amount charged to Alliance
Community Choice Aggregators
13. Pacific Gas & Electric A.12-01-008 Declaration supporting petition California Public Utilities Joint Community Choice 2021
A.12-04-020 for modification of D.15-01-051, Commission Aggregators
A.14-01-007

recommending changes to
optional green tariff program
rates designed to avoid shifting
costs of resource capacity to non-
participants
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

14.

UTILITY
Pacific Gas & Electric

PROCEEDING
A.19-11-019

SUBJECT

Expert testimony (adopted)
addressing use of marginal costs
to determine economic
development rates and
responding to proposed
electrification tariff for retail
customers

BEFORE

California Public Utilities
Commission

CLIENT

Joint Community Choice
Aggregators

YEAR
2021

15.

Pacific Gas & Electric

A.20-07-002

Expert testimony evaluating the
calculation of the Power Charge
Indifference Amount charged to
Community Choice Aggregators

California Public Utilities
Commission

Joint Community Choice
Aggregators

2020

16.

Southern California
Edison

A.20-07-004

Expert testimony evaluating the
calculation of the Power Charge
Indifference Amount charged to
Community Choice Aggregators

California Public Utilities
Commission

Clean Power Alliance and
California Choice Energy
Authority

2020

17.

Pacific Power

Docket UE 375

Joint testimony supporting a
settlement agreement resolving
the annual variable power supply
cost forecast and generation
resource dispatch model

Public Utility Commission of
Oregon

Facebook, Inc.

2020

18.

Pacific Gas & Electric

A.20-02-009

Expert testimony evaluating the
appropriateness of entries
recorded to the Portfolio
Allocation Balancing Account to
true up the Power Charge
Indifference Amount

California Public Utilities
Commission

Joint Community Choice
Aggregators

2020

19.

Vectren Energy Delivery
of Indiana

Cause No. 43354 MCRA
2151

Expert testimony supporting a
settlement agreement regarding
the calculation and use of a 4CP
load study to allocate tariff rider
costs among customer classes

Indiana Utility Regulatory
Commission

SABIC Innovative Plastics
Mt. Vernon, LLC

2020
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
20. PacifiCorp Docket UE 307 Expert testimony supporting the Public Utility Commission of 2016
annual variable power supply cost | Oregon
forecast and generation resource
dispatch model
21. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1662 Joint testimony with Portland Public Utility Commission of 2015
General Electric regarding the Oregon
need for a renewable resource
tracking mechanism to provide
cost recovery related to the
impacts of renewable resource
generation
22. PacifiCorp Docket UE 296 Expert testimony supporting the Public Utility Commission of 2015
annual variable power supply cost | Oregon
forecast and generation resource
dispatch model
23. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-469- | Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2015
ER-15 annual variable power supply cost | of Wyoming
forecast and modifications to the
Energy Cost Adjustment
Mechanism
24. PacifiCorp Docket No. 15-035-03 Provided expert testimony Public Service Commission 2015
regarding the true up of variable of Utah
power supply costs in the Energy
Balancing Account mechanism
25. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1716 Expert testimony proposing Public Utility Commission of 2015
changes to the calculation of Oregon
PURPA avoided costs for large
resources
26. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-481- | Expert testimony proposing Public Service Commission 2015

EA-15

changes to the calculation of
PURPA avoided costs for large
resources

of Wyoming
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
27. PacifiCorp Docket No. 15-035-T06 | Expert testimony updating Public Service Commission 2015
standard PURPA avoided cost of Utah
prices and supporting
modifications to the avoided cost
calculation for small resources
28. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-15-03 Expert testimony proposing Idaho Public Utilities 2015
changes to the calculation of Commission
PURPA avoided costs for large
resource
29. PacifiCorp Docket UE-144160 Declaration supporting updates to | Washington Utilities and 2014
standard PURPA avoided cost Transportation Commission
prices and supporting
modifications to the avoided cost
calculation for small resources
30. PacifiCorp Docket UE 287 Expert testimony supporting the Public Utility Commission of 2014
annual variable power supply cost | Oregon
forecast and generation resource
dispatch model
31. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-14-01 Expert testimony regarding the Idaho Public Utilities 2014
true up of variable power supply Commission
costs in the Energy Cost
Adjustment Mechanism
32. PacifiCorp Docket A.14-08-002 Expert testimony supporting the California Public Utilities 2014
annual variable power supply cost | Commission
forecast and the true up of costs
in the Energy Cost Adjustment
Clause mechanism
33. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-447- | Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2014

EA-14

true up of annual variable power
supply cost in the Energy Cost
Adjustment Mechanism

of Wyoming
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR

34. PacifiCorp Docket No. 14-035-31 Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2014
true up of variable power supply of Utah
costs in the Energy Balancing
Account mechanism

35. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-13-03 Expert testimony regarding the Idaho Public Utilities 2013
true up of variable power supply Commission
costs in the Energy Cost
Adjustment Mechanism

36. PacifiCorp Docket A.13-08-001 Expert testimony supporting the California Public Utilities 2013
annual variable power supply cost | Commission
forecast and the true up of costs
in the Energy Cost Adjustment
Clause mechanism

37. PacifiCorp Docket No. 13-035-32 Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2013
true up of variable power supply of Utah
costs in the Energy Balancing
Account mechanism

38. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1610 Expert testimony proposing Public Utility Commission of 2012
changes to the calculation of Oregon
PURPA avoided costs for large and
small generation resources

39. PacifiCorp Docket A.12-08-003 Expert testimony supporting the California Public Utilities 2012
annual variable power supply cost | Commission
forecast and the true up of costs
in the Energy Cost Adjustment
Clause mechanism

40. PacifiCorp Docket No. 12-035-67 Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2012
true up of variable power supply of Utah
costs in the Energy Balancing
Account mechanism

41. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-389- | Expert testimony regarding the Public Service Commission 2011

EP-11

collection of deferred balances
accrued through previous Power
Cost Adjustment Mechanisms

of Wyoming
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR
42. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-405- | |nter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Public Service Commission 2011
ER-11 and revenue requirement and of Wyoming
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case
43. PacifiCorp Case No. GNR-E-11-03 Expert testimony proposing Idaho Public Utilities 2011
changes to the calculation of Commission
PURPA avoided costs for large and
small generation resources
44, PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-06-10 Expert testimony regarding low- Idaho Public Utilities 2010
income customer weatherization Commission
rebates
45, PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-405- | |nter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Public Service Commission 2010
ER-10 and revenue requirement and of Wyoming
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case
46. PacifiCorp Docket No. 10-035-89 Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Public Service Commission 2010
and revenue requirement and of Utah
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case
47. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-352- | |nter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Public Service Commission 2009
ER-09 and revenue requirement and of Wyoming
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case
48. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-08-07 Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Idaho Public Utilities 2008
and revenue requirement and Commission
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case
49. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-333- | |nter-jurisdictional cost allocation | Public Service Commission 2008

ER-08

and revenue requirement and
sponsored expert testimony in
corresponding general rate case

of Wyoming
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Attachment B

Select PG&E Responses to CalCCA Data Requests



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 001-Q026

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 001-Q026

Request Date: May 7, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 001

Date Sent: May 21, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Kristin Manz Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 026
Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony, page 9-8, lines 6-33: Provide the following:

a. Does PG&E intend to use the volumetric performance fee revenue to make
improvements to its generating assets (either PG&E-owned or contracted)?

b. If so, please describe which assets would be improved with this revenue, including
identifying whether any of the assets are PCIA-eligible resources.

c. Does PG&E plan to make any improvements which would extend the life of any
PG&E-owned or contracted generating assets? If so, please explain.

ANSWER 026

PG&E proposes to use a portion of the DCPP volumetric performance fees to
accelerate enhancements to the asset management, inspection, and maintenance
activities associated with its utility-owned hydro generation facilities. These activities
are aimed at reducing operational and system risk. The activities are expected to
increase the resiliency and reliability of the assets, rather than extend the life of the
assets. PG&E’s hydro facilities are PCIA-eligible resources.

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_001-Q026 Page 1



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 001-Q027

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR _CalCCA 001-Q027

Request Date: May 7, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 001

Date Sent: May 21, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 027

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony, pages 10-4 through 10-5 and PG&E'’s
Application at page 10: Please describe when during the true-up process interested
parties will have an opportunity to review and audit actual costs and revenues from the
previous year, including the accounting treatment of those costs and revenues.

ANSWER 027

D.23-12-036 Ordering Paragraph 4 generally accepted PG&E’s proposed ERRA-like
process to authorize forecast DCPP extended operation costs and subsequent true-up
to actual costs and market revenues. Consistent with the mandate provided in Public
Utilities Code Section 712.8(h)(1), the subsequent true-up process occurs via “an
expedited Tier 3 advice letter process, provided that there shall be no further review of
the reasonableness of costs incurred if actual costs are below 115 of the forecasts
costs.” Section 712.8(h)(1) and D.23-12-036 do not contemplate an audit of these

costs.1

Pursuant to Section 712.8(h)(1), costs in excess of 15 percent above PG&E’s approved
annual DCPP extended operations forecast application would be subject to a
reasonableness review.

1 See Pub. Util. Code § 712.8(h)(1) as quoted above. See D.23-12-036, COL 59.
DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_001-Q027 Page 1



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 001-Q028

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 001-Q028

Request Date: May 7, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 001

Date Sent: May 21, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 028

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony, pages 10-4 through 10-5 and PG&E'’s
Application at page 10: Will interested parties have an opportunity to review and audit
actual costs and revenues from the previous calendar year during a Tier 3 Advice Letter
process, or will that opportunity occur as a part of a forecast proceeding? Please
explain.

ANSWER 028

As part of the Tier 3 advice letter process, parties may issue discovery requests in a
manner that is consistent with the Commission’s best practices for discovery. However,
to the extent that CalCCA assumes that the Tier 3 advice letter process adopted by the
Commission mirrors the audit of recorded entries that occurs in the annual Energy
Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Compliance Review proceeding, the requirements
set forth under Senate Bill 846 do not mandate a review and audit of actual costs and

revenues? and as recognized by D.23-12-036.2

In response to this question, PG&E assumes opening a new CPUC action will be
unnecessary as long as recorded costs do not exceed 115 percent of the adopted
forecast.

1 Please refer to PG&E’s response to Question 27 of this request and Public Utilities Code
Section 712.8(h)(1).

2  please refer to PG&E'’s response to Question 27 of this request and D.23-12-036, COL 59.
DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_001-Q028 Page 1




PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 001-Q029

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 001-Q029

Request Date: May 7, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 001

Date Sent: May 21, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 029

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony, pages 10-4 through 10-5 and PG&E'’s
Application at page 10: Does PG&E plan to provide detailed workpapers regarding its
actual costs and revenues as a part of the annual true-up process?

ANSWER 029

Please refer to PG&E’s responses to Questions 27 and 28 of this data request. As
Section 712.8(h)(1) of the Public Utilities Code and Decision 23-12-036 do not
contemplate an audit as part of the true-up process for costs that do not exceed

115 percent of the original cost forecast, PG&E intends to limit workpapers for the Tier 3
advice letter process to a summarized level. However, as also noted, amounts
exceeding 115 percent of the approved DCPP cost forecast will be subject to a
regulatory process.

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_001-Q029 Page 1




§PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 002-Q003

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 002-Q003

Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002

Date Sent: July 5, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 003

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA DR 1.29: Please describe the regulatory
process PG&E is referring to in this response which DCPP costs exceeding 115 percent
of the approved forecast will be subject to.

ANSWER 003

As part of the subsequent true-up process identified in Section 712.8(h)(1), PG&E
proposed that the content of the annual expedited Tier 3 DCPP Extended Operations
Costs True-Up advice letter be structured similarly to the review of procurement-related

balancing accounts in the annual ERRA Compliance Review proceeding.1 Please see
PG&E’s response to Question 6 of this data request for more specifics. Consistent with
that process, PG&E intends to present all recorded costs—including if they are above
115% of the approved forecast in the Tier 3 advice letter, as well as analysis of the
drivers—and seek Commission direction as to how it plans to conduct a reasonableness
review if costs exceed 115% of the approved forecast.

1 See DCPP OIR, PG&E Testimony, Chapter 3, Page 3-12, Lines 15-28.
DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q003 Page 1




PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 002-Q005

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 002-Q005
Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002
Date Sent: July 5, 2024 Requesting Party: California Community

Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 005

Referring to PG&E’s responses to CalCCA DR 1.27 - 1.29; Provide the following:

a. Please explain when the Tier 3 Advice Letter will be filed each year.
b. When will the first Tier 3 Advice Letter be filed?
c. Please explain how and when the true-up will be rolled into rates.

ANSWER 005

PG&E responds as follows:

a.

PG&E has not yet determined the exact timing it expects to submit its expedited
Tier 3 Advice Letter for the annual true-up, other than it must come after the
end of the prior calendar year. PG&E is assessing the appropriate timing of this
filing and how to align it with the DCPP Forecast process to include any update
in rates expeditiously.

However, as noted in PG&E’s Testimony in the DCPP OIR, it currently
anticipates submitting an advice letter governing the first Test Year of extended
operations on or before March 31, 2026, which would provide the appropriate
time for disposition of a true-up or true-down amount to be reflected in the next

Fall Update.1
Please see response to subpart a.

For purposes of PG&E’s cost recovery Application proposal, PG&E proposed
that the actual expense project costs and O&M expenses that are at or below
115 percent of PG&E’s forecast costs be amortized in rates on January 1 of
each year (via the DCPP Forecast proceeding) subject to any final review

through General Order 96-B advice letter process (in the true-up).1

1 Please see PG&E’s Testimony, Chapter 3, Page 3-13, Lines 13-18.

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q005 Page 1



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 002-Q006

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 002-Q006

Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002

Date Sent: July 5, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 006

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA DR 1.29: Please explain further PG&E’s
understanding regarding the review of costs during the Tier 3 Advice Letter Process.
Does PG&E anticipate review of the gross costs only, costs net of market revenue only,
or something else?

ANSWER 006

As explained in response to Question 3 of this data request, PG&E proposed that the
contents of the annual expedited DCPP Extended Operations Costs True-Up advice
letter be structured similarly to the review of procurement-related balancing accounts in
the annual ERRA Compliance Review proceeding, with disposition via a resolution of

the Commission.1

Specifically, the presentation would: (1) describe the background and structure of the
DCEOBA and the associated subaccounts, (2) describe activity recorded to the account
and associated subaccounts, and (3) describe the variance analysis for PG&E'’s
forecasted costs compared to the actual recorded costs for the record period.

PG&E believes that the presentation of the activity in the expedited Tier 3 advice letter
would include all activity in the DCEOBA, but that costs would be presented gross to
properly review actual project costs and O&M expenses against the forecast.

1 See DCPP OIR, PG&E Testimony, Chapter 3, Page 3-12, Lines 15-28.
DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q006 Page 1



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 002-Q007
PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 002-Q007
Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002
Date Sent: July 5, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association
PG&E Witness: Ryan Stanley / Requester: Corey Cochran
Conor Doyle

QUESTION 007

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA DR 1.28; Provide the following regarding the
DCPP forecast application filed in 2025:

a. Please explain will the DCEOBA account be strictly historical (i.e. recorded balance
as of December 2024)?

b. Or will it be a projected balancing account balance (i.e. as projected by the end of
December 2025)?

ANSWER 007

PG&E interprets this question to be asking whether the DCPP Forecast Application
(starting in the second year) will follow the same conventions of the ERRA Forecast
framework, whereby forecasted over and undercollections of the targeted balancing
accounts at the end of the filing year (in this case, the 2025 DCEOBA balance) will be
included in the revenue requirement request for the following year (in this case, the
2026 revenue requirement to collect in rates).

As noted in response to Question 3 of this data request, Ordering Paragraph 4 of
Decision 23-12-036 generally accepted PG&E’s proposed ERRA-like process to
authorized forecast DCPP extended operation costs and subsequent true-up to actual
costs and market revenues.

As detailed by PG&E’s proposal in the DCPP OIR:

For the purposes of PG&E’s cost recovery Application proposal, PG&E

proposes that actual expense project costs and O&M expenses that are
at or below 115 percent of PG&E’s forecast costs be amortized in rates

on January 1 of each year subject to any final review through the

General Order 96-B advice letter process.1

Essentially, PG&E expects the 2026 revenue requirements for rates to include the
forecast over or undercollection in the DCEOBA to the extent that actual expenses are

1 See DCPP OIR, PG&E Testimony, Chapter 3, Page 3-13, Lines 4-8.
DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q007 Page 1



at or below 115 percent of PG&E'’s forecast cost to be amortized in the next AET while
recorded balances are still reviewed in the expedited Tier 3 true-up advice letter. This is
much like projected over and undercollections in generation and procurement-related
balancing accounts are presented in the ERRA Forecast today and still later reviewed in
the ERRA Compliance proceeding; however, the key differences is amortizations
included in the forecast will not exceed the 115 percent threshold.

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q007 Page 2



PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
DCPP Extended Operations 2025 Forecast
Application 24-03-018
Data Response

PG&E Data Request No.: | CalCCA 002-Q012

PG&E File Name: DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA 002-Q012

Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002

Date Sent: July 12, 2024 Requesting Party: | California Community
Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Thomas R Baldwin Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 012

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 7-7, line 28, through page 7-8, line 17:
Please provide a list of each unplanned outage experienced at DCPP unit 1 or unit 2
over the last 10 years. For each outage, please provide the following:

Generating unit

Outage start date

Outage end date

Lost generation output (MWh)

Lost capacity (MW-month)

Replacement power costs

Description of the outage event, including root cause

T@ ™0 o0 T Qo

Whether the Commission determined that the unit was out of service as a result of a
failure of the operator to meet the reasonable manager standard.

ANSWER 012

PG&E objects to this request on the grounds that CalCCA’s request is overly broad and
outside the scope of the proceeding. Subject to and notwithstanding this objection,
PG&E responds as follows. See Attachment 1 to this data response (see Excel,
filename “DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA _002-
QO012Atch01.xIsx”).

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast DR_CalCCA_002-Q012 Page 1



Outage End Date
7/2/13 14:17

7/14/13 1:42

3/27/14 3:22

2/8/14 3:37

8/18/14 17:34

1/4/15 20:11

12/3/18 17:57

2/16/20 6:20

8/2/20 12:25

11/26/20 13:31

1/12/21 17:44

4/25/21 5:23

11/3/21 5:01

4/26/2217:36

5/25/24 9:55

Generating

Unit Outage Start Date
1 6/25/13 22:37
2 7/10/13 9:50
1 3/16/14 20:20
2 2/2/14 11:29
2 8/14/14 23:30
1 1/2/15 20:00
2 12/1/18 10:06
2 2/13/20 15:18
2 7/17/20 13:46
2 10/15/20 3:44
2 12/2/20 13:17
2 4/19/21 15:09
2 10/15/21 17:49
1 4/23/22 0:03
2 5/24/242:33

Lost ion provided is the

MW-Month is not an industry recognized term for lost capacity; the value provided in the table is the total MW generation lost for a given outage divided by the hours in anormalized month (i.e. Lost generation output/(30.42 days/month x 24 hrs/day)).

Above listed replacement power costs were determined using the Joint Stipulation Regarding Replacement Cost of Energy between the Office of Ratepayer Advocates and Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Dated September 4, 2014. Referto 2013 ERRA compliance proceeding (A.14-02-008).

Lost Generation

Output (MWh)
178,348

97,796

275,936

151,516

100,244

53,821

62,161

70,119

425,889

1,132,793

1,100,145

149,402

493,282

100,027

35,037

Lost Capacity
(MW-Month)*

244

134

378

208

137

74

85

96

583

1,552

1,507

205

676

137

48

Replacement
Power Cost

$9,703,491

$4,739,812

$12,156,562

$10,689,742

$4,398,820

$1,797,741

$1,836,765

$1,439,827

$12,276,673

$49,326,713

$41,932,354

$3,754,147

$28,070,513

$4,009,040

$442,392

capacity of the unit multiplied by the hours the unit was offline.

DCPP-ExtendedOperations2025-Forecast_ DR_CalCCA_002-Q012Atch01.xlsx

Description of the outage event including root cause
Socket weld failure from high cycle fatigue requiring
unit shutdown to repair.

Lightning arrestor insulator arc resulting in unit trip
during hot wash due to asymmetric contamination
deposition from environment

Reactor coolant pump 1-3 high seal leak-off flow due
to pump shaft misalignment to seal requiring unit
shutdown to repair.

Lightning Arrestor insulator arc resulted in unit trip
during light rain due to asymmetric contamination
deposition from environment

Manufacturer supplied diesel bolt broke due to high
cycle fatigue while a second diesel was out of service
for maintenance, thereby requiring unit shutdown per
operating license. Manufacturer instructions did not
provide adequate detail to preclude such failure.
Residual heat removal pipe weld failed due to vibration
induced by containment fan cooler operation,
extending an unrelated planned maintenance outage
by two days to perform repairs.

California transmission grid event triggered a DCPP
switchyard protective scheme which caused the unit to
disconnect from the grid.

Control rod misalignment during testing due to original
construction wire lug crimp deficiency failing after
decades of operation, thereby requiring unit shutdown
per operating license.

Generator cooling system high cycle fatigue failure
requiring unit shutdown to repair.

Other generator high cycle fatigue failures requiring
unit shutdown to repair.

Other generator high cycle fatigue failures requiring
unit shutdown to repair.

Contractor error in reconnection of generator cooling
hoses requiring unit shutdown to correct.

Feedwater heater tube leak from first in industry failure
mechanism required unit shutdown to repair.

Blowdown system pressure control system failed
resulting in condenser air in-leakage requiring unit
shutdown to repair.

Steam line gasket leak during power ascension after
refueling outage 2R24. Cause is under evaluation.

Rows 2 and 3 were based on the 2013 ERRA compliance proceeding (A.14-02-008) Decision 18-05-025 dated May 31, 2018, pages 28 and 33 respectively

Row 5 was previously provided in response to Office of Rate Payer Advocates Data Request 002 Question 005 in 2014 ERRA Compliance Proceeding (A15-02-023)

Row 9 was previously provided in response to Joint CCAs Data Request 002 Question 47 in the 2020 ERRA Compliance Proceeding (A21-03-008)

Row 10 -14 were previously provided in response to Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility (A4NR) Data Request 002 Question 003 in the 2021 ERRA Compliance Proceeding (A22-02-015)
Row 15 was previously provided in response to Cal CCA Data Request 002 Question 007 in the 2022 ERRA Compliance Proceeding (A23-02-018)

Note Row 16 was based on analysis with data available at time of data request (estimate subject to change, e.g., pending possible updates to CAISO final settlementvalues).

Did the Commission determine
that the unit was out of service as a
result of afailure of the operator
to meet the reasonable manager
standard?

No

No

No

No

No

Eventaddressed in 2021 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.22-02-
025). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

Eventaddressed in 2021 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.22-02-
025). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

Eventaddressed in 2021 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.22-02-
025). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

Eventaddressed in 2021 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.22-02-
025). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

Eventaddressed in 2021 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.22-02-
025). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

Eventaddressed in 2022 ERRA
compliance proceeding (A.23-02-
018). No decision in this proceeding
has been issued.

This eventwill be addressed in the
2024 ERRA compliance proceeding
to befiled in February 2025.
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Request Date: June 19, 2024 Requester DR No.: | 002
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Choice Association

PG&E Witness: Thomas R. Baldwin Requester: Corey Cochran

QUESTION 013

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 7-7, line 28, through page 7-8, line 17:
Has the Commission ever determined that an unplanned outage of a DCPP unit was
due to failure of the operator to meet the reasonable manager standard. If yes, please
explain in detail.

ANSWER 013

PG&E objects to this request on the grounds that CalCCA'’s request is outside the
scope of the proceeding. Subject to and notwithstanding this objection, PG&E responds
as follows:

To respond to this question, PG&E reviewed the Energy Resource Recovery Account
(ERRA) compliance proceedings back to 2010. In that review, PG&E has identified one
such occurrence, which was with respect to a DCPP Unit 2 outage on October 11, 2012
that occurred due to a flashover on the "A" phase Coupling Capacitor Voltage
Transformer. The event was presented in Application 13-02-023 and is discussed in
detail in Section 9 of Decision 16-04-006.
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