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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 1 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA), San Diego Community 2 

Power (SDCP), and Clean Energy Alliance (CEA) (collectively, the CCA Parties) present 3 

this Direct Testimony in the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) Company 4 

for Adoption of Electric Revenue Requirements and Rates Associated with its 2024 Energy 5 

Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and Generation Non-Bypassable Charges Forecast 6 

and Greenhouse Gas Forecast Revenue Return and Reconciliation, Related Matter, 7 

Application of Southern California Edison (SCE) Company For Approval of Its 2024 8 

ERRA Forecast Proceeding Revenue Requirement, and Application of SAN DIEGO GAS 9 

& ELECTRIC (SDG&E) COMPANY for Approval of its 2024 Electric Procurement 10 

Revenue Requirement Forecasts, 2024 Electric Sales Forecast, and GHG-Related 11 

Forecasts (Consolidated Track 2). This testimony was prepared on behalf of the CCA 12 

Parties by Brian Dickman, Partner, NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC. Mr. 13 

Dickman’s qualifications are set forth in Attachment A. 14 

On August 1, 2023, the Administrative Law Judges (ALJs) in each investor-owned 15 

utility’s (IOU) ERRA Forecast proceeding issued Rulings directing parties to submit 16 

comments on issues regarding IOU generation costs recovered through the ERRA 17 

Balancing Account that do not change based on the amount of electricity customers use or 18 
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the amount of operating time associated with the electricity generation (Ruling Directing 1 

Comments).1 These costs are otherwise known as “Fixed Generation Costs.”2  2 

On August 16, 2023, PG&E, SCE, SDG&E, CalCCA, SDCP and CEA, and the 3 

Public Advocates Office (CalAdvocates) submitted comments addressing the questions 4 

posed by the ALJs in the Rulings Directing Comments. A pre-hearing conference was held 5 

on January 9, 2024. 6 

On April 2, 2024, the Commission issued a Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping 7 

Ruling) which consolidated the three IOUs’ 2024 ERRA Forecast dockets as well as 8 

defined the scope of Track 2 of the proceeding.3 This testimony presents the CCA Parties’ 9 

recommendations related to the following questions from the Scoping Ruling:4 10 

1. The August 1, 2023, ruling defined fixed generation costs as, “costs that do not 11 

change based on the amount of electricity customers use or the amount of 12 

operating time associated with the electricity generation.” 13 

a. Should the Commission modify this definition? Why or why not?  14 

b. Which fixed generation costs could and should be consistent across the 15 

three large IOUs that are respondents to this proceeding? 16 

c. Should a methodology be adopted by which utilities determine fixed 17 

generation costs? If so, how should the methodology be developed? 18 

2. Should the utilities be required to report shifts in different fixed cost categories 19 

as defined in the August 1, 2023, ALJ Ruling more frequently than they 20 

currently do? 21 

 
1  Application (A). 23-05-012, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Parties to Comment 
Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, p. 1 (August 1, 2023); A.23-06-001, Administrative Law Judge’s 
Ruling Directing Parties to Comment Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, p. 1 (August 1, 2023); A.23-05-
013, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Parties to Comment Regarding Fixed Generation 
Costs, p. 1 (August 1, 2023). 
2  A.23-05-012, Ruling Directing Comments at 1; A.23-06-001, Ruling Directing Comments at 1; 
A.23-05-013, Ruling Directing Comments at 1. 
3  A.23-05-012, A.23-07-012, A.23-06-001, A.23-05-013, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping 
Memo and Ruling (April 2, 2024). 
4  Id. at 6-7. 
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a.  If so, how frequently should a shift in cost categories be measured? 1 

b. What metrics should be used to measure a shift in cost categories? 2 

3. Should the Commission adopt any other rules related to fixed costs to ensure 3 

that these costs are fairly recovered? 4 

 The CCA Parties have a particular interest in this proceeding because Fixed 5 

Generation Costs are included in the ERRA and the Portfolio Allocation Balancing 6 

Account (PABA), portions of which the IOUs may charge to community choice 7 

aggregation (CCA) customers through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) 8 

rates. The utilities update the Indifference Amount annually in each year’s ERRA Forecast 9 

proceeding. The Indifference Amount is the difference between the forecasted cost of the 10 

IOU’s generation supply portfolio and the market value of that portfolio. As discussed 11 

below, most of the utilities’ Fixed Generation Costs are included in the cost of the 12 

generation supply portfolio used to determine the Indifference Amount recovered through 13 

PCIA rates. To the extent Fixed Generation Costs are included in the Indifference Amount, 14 

they are shared between bundled and departed load customers.  15 

The questions presented in the Scoping Ruling indicate the Commission’s concern 16 

that certain costs may not be properly reflected in rates for departed load customers or that 17 

remaining bundled customers will somehow pay more than their fair share. As discussed 18 

later in my testimony, the PCIA framework is designed to properly allocate costs between 19 

departed and bundled load and, at this point in the proceeding, the IOUs have not identified 20 

material issues that require changes to the definition or treatment of Fixed Generation 21 

Costs. 22 

Based on my review of the IOUs’ opening comments, reply comments, and 23 

discovery, I make the following recommendations: 24 
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• The Commission does not need to modify the definition of Fixed 1 
Generation Costs provided in the August 1, 2023, ruling. 2 

• Changes to existing cost recovery for Fixed Generation Cost categories 3 
should be made consistent across all three IOUs. 4 

• The Commission does not need to develop a methodology for determining 5 
Fixed Generation Costs at this time. 6 

• The Commission does not need to require reporting on Fixed Generation 7 
Costs at this time. 8 

• If the Commission determines that the development of additional rules 9 
related to Fixed Generation Costs is necessary, it should either create 10 
additional process in this proceeding to allow parties to develop, analyze 11 
and respond to proposed methodologies, or this process should occur in a 12 
Rulemaking proceeding. 13 

II. QUESTION 1: THE COMMISSION’S DEFINITION OF FIXED 14 
GENERATION COSTS IS APPROPRIATE, AND NO ADDITIONAL 15 
METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINATION OF COSTS OR REPORTING 16 
IS NECESSARY.  17 

 18 
The Ruling Directing Comments set forth the Commission’s definition of Fixed 19 

Generation Costs. The April Scoping Ruling seeks party feedback regarding whether 20 

changes to its definition are necessary, as well as whether the Commission should develop 21 

a methodology for determining and reporting these costs. As discussed below, the 22 

Commission’s definition of Fixed Generation Costs is appropriate. In addition, it is not 23 

necessary for the Commission to develop a new methodology for identifying Fixed 24 

Generation Costs, or to require additional reporting of Fixed Generation Costs.  25 

A. There Is No Need for the Commission to Modify the Definition of Fixed 26 
Generation Costs. 27 

The Ruling Directing Comments defined Fixed Generation Costs as, “costs that do 28 

not change based on the amount of electricity customers use or the amount of operating 29 

time associated with the electricity generation.” 5  The CCA Parties believe this is a 30 

reasonable definition of Fixed Generation Costs because it correctly distinguishes between 31 

 
5  A.23-05-012, Ruling Directing Comments at 1; A.23-06-001, Ruling Directing Comments at 1; 
A.23-05-013, Ruling Directing Comments at 1. 
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costs which are driven by customer usage (known as variable costs) and costs which are 1 

not directly driven by customer usage (fixed costs).   2 

The CCA Parties acknowledge that for an IOU to serve the ‘last remaining bundled 3 

customer,’ some Fixed Generation Costs will be required – e.g., some generation capacity, 4 

some IOU personnel, and other administrative costs. However, Fixed Generation Costs 5 

should decline over time with bundled customer load (or reductions in the IOUs’ generation 6 

portfolio undertaken due to reduced customer load). For example, the expected magnitude 7 

of those costs would be lower if the IOU had one remaining bundled customer, versus if 8 

the IOU had one thousand remaining bundled customers, versus if the IOU had one million 9 

remaining bundled customers. The same is true even if that decline is chunky and not linear. 10 

Said another way, Fixed Generation Costs should decline over time as bundled load 11 

decreases, but the rate at which Fixed Generation Costs decline may not be directly 12 

proportional to the consumption of electric services. 13 

Currently, fixed costs are being spread to bundled and departed load customers 14 

under existing cost recovery mechanisms such as the ERRA and PABA. So, even if Fixed 15 

Generation Costs do not decline at the same rate as load departs, that does not necessarily 16 

imply a cost shift because remaining fixed costs are spread to both bundled customers 17 

(through the ERRA) and departed customers (through the PABA).  18 

B. The CCA Parties Support Consistency and Transparency but 19 
Recognize There May Be Differences Among IOUs. 20 

The Ruling Directing Comments asked the IOUs to identify and describe each 21 

category of Fixed Generation Costs in their respective ERRA Forecast proceedings.6 IOUs 22 

 
6  A.23-05-012, Ruling Directing Comments at 2; A.23-06-001, Ruling Directing Comments at 2; 
A.23-05-013, Ruling Directing Comments at 2.  
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were directed to quantify and identify the related balancing account for the following list 1 

of costs and to identify any cost categories not included in the list:  2 

1. Competitive Transition Costs (CTC) Contract Costs 3 

2. California Independent System Operator (CAISO) and North American 4 

Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) Costs 5 

3. Hedging-Related Costs 6 

4. Western Renewable Energy Generation Information System (WREGIS) 7 

Costs 8 

5. ERRA-Related Co-Generation / Renewables Costs 9 

6. Electric Supply Administration (ESA) Costs 10 

7. Replacement Resource Adequacy Costs 11 

8. Other Relevant Costs 12 

Table 1 below summarizes how each IOU indicated that it accounts for the seven 13 

main categories of fixed costs identified by the Commission. As shown in Table 1, there is 14 

variation in the type and quantity of Fixed Generation Costs incurred by each IOU.  15 
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Table 1: IOU Fixed Generation Cost Categories 1 

 PG&E SCE SDG&E 

Cost 

Balancing 
Account 
Used for 
Tracking 

Costs 
for 2023 

Balancing 
Account 
Used for 
Tracking 

Costs 
for 2023 

Balancing 
Account 
Used for 
Tracking 

Costs 
for 2023 

Competitive 
Transmission Charge 
Contract Costs 

MTCBA Yes PABA Yes ERRA, 
TCBA Yes 

CAISO and NERC Costs 

ERRA, 
PABA, 
NSGBA, 
TMNBC, 
PPCP 

Yes ERRA, 
PABA  ERRA Yes 

Hedging Related Costs ERRA Yes ERRA  ERRA Yes 

WREGIS Costs ERRA Yes PABA Yes ERRA Yes 

ERRA-Related 
Cogen/Renewables Costs ERRA  PABA Yes ERRA Yes 

ESA Costs 
ERRA, 
PABA, 
NSGBA 

Yes Not 
Identified  Not 

Identified  

Replacement Resource 
Adequacy Costs 

 

ERRA Yes Not 
Identified  ERRA  

Notwithstanding the identified differences in Fixed Generation Costs, each IOU 2 

described in comments that most Fixed Generation Costs are recovered from all customers, 3 

including bundled and departed load, through existing cost recovery mechanisms. SCE 4 

even stated that, “[it] is unaware of any issues associated with its Fixed Generation Costs 5 

that need to be addressed in this proceeding or elsewhere.”7 The CCA Parties agree with 6 

the following explanation from SCE: 7 

“Moreover, the establishment of cost recovery mechanisms [that] allocate 8 
costs across both bundled service and departing load customers, such as the 9 
PABA with its vintaged cost recovery, greatly reduces the risk of stranded 10 

 
7  A.23-06-001, SCE Opening Comments at 5. 
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costs associated with a declining bundled service population (even 1 
assuming a continuing trend). This is because the departing load customers 2 
would continue to pay their cost responsibility through the PCIA and CTC 3 
for PABA, and other rates that broadly allocate procurement costs, such as 4 
CAM for NSGBA, including Fixed Generation Costs recovered through the 5 
operation of these SCE Balancing Accounts.”8 6 

 By contrast, PG&E and SDG&E each identified specific costs that the respective 7 

IOUs believed required review by the Commission to update how the costs are recovered 8 

from bundled and departed load customers.9 For example, PG&E proposed to update how 9 

it allocates ESA Costs between the ERRA, PABA, and NSGBA balancing accounts such 10 

that a greater proportion is allocated to PABA and shared with bundled and departed load 11 

customers.10 However, in the April 2024 Scoping Ruling the Commission determined this 12 

specific item would be better addressed in a separate proceeding.11  13 

As a result, PG&E included its proposal to change how ESA Costs are recovered 14 

in its 2025 ERRA Forecast proceeding. 12  Even though SDG&E had not previously 15 

identified ESA Cost allocation as an issue, it also proposed in its 2025 ERRA Forecast to 16 

change how ESA Costs are recovered from bundled and departed load customers. SDG&E 17 

explained that it was following PG&E’s lead after PG&E raised the issue in the instant 18 

proceeding.13 The Commission should avoid addressing policy issues such as the allocation 19 

of ESA Costs in separate ERRA proceedings because it increases the administrative burden 20 

on intervening parties and the Commission and introduces the risk of inconsistent treatment 21 

among the IOUs. 22 

 
8  Id. 
9  See A.23-05-012, PG&E Response at 6; see also A.23-05-013, SDG&E Opening Comments at 5.  
10  A.23-05-012, PG&E Response at 6-7. 
11  A.23-05-012, A.23-07-012, A.23-06-001, A.23-05-013, Scoping Ruling at 6. 
12  A.24-05-009, Application of PG&E at 28-31.  
13  See A.24-05-010, Prepared Direct Testimony of Sheri Miller at SM-3. 
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Overall, the CCA Parties recognize the type and quantity of Fixed Generation Costs 1 

may vary between IOUs. However, the CCA Parties also recommend that the IOUs should 2 

treat methods used to recover costs that are similar in nature transparently and consistently 3 

among all three IOUs. To ensure consistent treatment across all utilities, proposals to 4 

change how Fixed Generation Costs are recovered should occur in a proceeding to which 5 

all IOUs are parties, such as a rulemaking or other consolidated proceeding. This is 6 

necessary not only to ensure the IOUs introduce detailed information for direct comparison 7 

between IOUs, but also to ensure that parties’ proposals are not implemented in a piecemeal 8 

manner.  9 

C. The Commission Does Not Need to Develop a Methodology for 10 
Determining Fixed Generation Costs. 11 

As discussed in CalCCA’s Opening Comments on the Ruling Directing Comments, 12 

none of the three IOU service territories is near the extreme ‘last bundled customer’ 13 

scenario the ALJ Ruling lays out.14 SCE, for example, correctly describes the ‘last bundled 14 

customer’ scenario as “extreme and highly improbable,” because “[w]hile SCE’s bundled 15 

service customer load has decreased in recent years, SCE has no indication that the trend 16 

will continue such that only a single bundled service customer would remain.”15 This is 17 

even true in SDG&E’s service territory, which has experienced the largest proportion of 18 

load departing from bundled service. The California Energy Demand Forecast published 19 

as part of the California Energy Commission’s 2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report 20 

 
14  See A.23-06-001, Comments of California Community Choice Association in Response to ALJ 
Order Regarding Fixed Generation Costs, p. 2 (August 16, 2023).  
15  A.23-06-001, SCE Opening Comments at 5. 
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projects that over 17 percent of electricity usage in SDG&E territory will be by bundled 1 

customers in 2025.16 2 

As discussed earlier in my testimony, nearly all of the Fixed Generation Cost 3 

categories identified are already spread among all customers, with bundled customer 4 

departures leading to departed customers taking on more of these costs. To the extent there 5 

are any truly “fixed” electric generation costs, those costs flow through the PCIA for PCIA-6 

eligible resources (or other non-bypassable charges, like those for Cost Allocation 7 

Mechanism (CAM) resources, that apply to all customers) and are therefore recovered 8 

from bundled and unbundled customers as a matter of course. For example, if there were 9 

zero remaining bundled customers, the costs of PCIA-eligible utility-owned generation 10 

(UOG) – including fixed and variable costs – would be recovered through CAISO market 11 

revenues (the at-market costs) and PCIA rates (the costs that are above market or are tied 12 

to resource attributes that could not be sold). 13 

However, if the Commission determines that it is necessary to develop a new 14 

methodology, it should either create additional process in this proceeding to allow parties 15 

to develop, analyze and respond to proposed methodologies, or direct the development of 16 

a methodology in a separate, non-expedited Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to allow 17 

for adequate time and discovery by all parties. When asked if the Commission should 18 

consolidate the 2024 ERRA Forecast proceedings to address issues related to Fixed 19 

Generation Costs, SDG&E responded, “The ERRA forecast proceeding should only be 20 

consolidated in instances were [sic] broad-ranging, state-wide issues need to be addressed. 21 

However, should the Commission or the other IOUs identify common issues related to the 22 

 
16  See https://www.energy.ca.gov/data-reports/reports/integrated-energy-policy-report/2023-
integrated-energy-policy-report. 
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Fixed Generation Costs, then perhaps it might be appropriate to either consolidate the 1 

ERRA proceedings, reopen the PCIA rulemaking (R.17-06-026), or perhaps open a new 2 

rulemaking to address common issues.”17   3 

III. QUESTION 2: THE COMMISSION DOES NOT NEED TO REQUIRE 4 
REPORTING ON THE FIXED GENERATION COSTS. 5 

The CCA Parties do not believe there is a need to require new reporting on Fixed 6 

Generation Costs at this time. Currently, IOUs include Fixed Generation Costs in general 7 

rate cases and ERRA proceedings in which generation-related costs are reviewed and 8 

approved by the Commission. However, if the Commission wishes to require reporting on 9 

Fixed Generation Costs, the CCA Parties would support several solutions.  10 

For example, the Commission could develop a template for IOUs to periodically 11 

report Fixed Generation Costs and how they are recovered from customers. The template 12 

could include information such as the categories of fixed costs for the IOUs to report, 13 

amounts of costs for a specific time period, customers currently responsible for those 14 

amounts, and information regarding the rate at which load is departing. The IOUs could 15 

submit the template annually as part of the ERRA proceedings. If the Commission adopts 16 

a reporting requirement, all IOUs should follow the same process and utilize the same 17 

reporting tools.  18 

IV. QUESTION 3: THE DEVELOPMENT OF ANY NEW RULES RELATED 19 
TO FIXED GENERATION COSTS, IF NECESSARY, SHOULD OCCUR IN 20 
A RULEMAKING PROCEEDING. 21 

The CCA Parties do not have additional suggestions for rules related to Fixed 22 

Generation Costs at this time. However, if the Commission desires to develop new rules or 23 

the IOUs intend to propose any changes to accounting or cost recovery of Fixed Generation 24 

 
17  A.23-05-013, SDG&E Opening Comments at 5-6. 
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Costs, the Commission should either create additional process in this proceeding to allow 1 

parties to develop, analyze and respond to proposals, or direct the development of rules in 2 

an OIR. 3 

 4 

This concludes my testimony.5 
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clarification of D.19-11-016, 
quantifying impact to allocated 
incremental reliability 
procurement requirement due to 
departing load  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

San Diego Community 
Power  

2021 

13. Southern California 
Edison 

A.21-06-003  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 

2021 

14. Pacific Gas & Electric A.21-06-001  Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Joint Community Choice 
Aggregators 

2021 

15. San Diego Gas & 
Electric 

A.21-04-010  Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

San Diego Community 
Power and Clean Energy 
Alliance 

2021 
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16. Pacific Gas & Electric A.12-01-008 
A.12-04-020 
A.14-01-007 

Declaration supporting petition 
for modification of D.15-01-051, 
recommending changes to 
optional green tariff program 
rates designed to avoid shifting 
costs of resource capacity to non-
participants  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Joint Community Choice 
Aggregators 

2021 

17. Pacific Gas & Electric A.19-11-019 Expert testimony (adopted) 
addressing use of marginal costs 
to determine economic 
development rates and 
responding to proposed 
electrification tariff for retail 
customers 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Joint Community Choice 
Aggregators 

2021 

18. 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 

19. 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 

20. 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 

21. 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 
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22. Vectren Energy Delivery 
of Indiana 

Cause No. 43354 MCRA 
21 S1 

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 

23. PacifiCorp Docket UE 307 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and generation resource 
dispatch model 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2016 

24. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1662 Joint testimony with Portland 
General Electric regarding the 
need for a renewable resource 
tracking mechanism to provide 
cost recovery related to the 
impacts of renewable resource 
generation 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2015 

25. PacifiCorp Docket UE 296 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and generation resource 
dispatch model 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2015 

26. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-469-
ER-15 

Expert testimony regarding the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and modifications to the 
Energy Cost Adjustment 
Mechanism 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2015 

27. PacifiCorp Docket No. 15-035-03 Provided expert testimony 
regarding the true up of variable 
power supply costs in the Energy 
Balancing Account mechanism 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2015 

28. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1716 Expert testimony proposing 
changes to the calculation of 
PURPA avoided costs for large 
resources 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2015 
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29. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-481-
EA-15 

Expert testimony proposing 
changes to the calculation of 
PURPA avoided costs for large 
resources 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2015 

30. PacifiCorp Docket No. 15-035-T06 Expert testimony updating 
standard PURPA avoided cost 
prices and supporting 
modifications to the avoided cost 
calculation for small resources 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2015 

31. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-15-03 Expert testimony proposing 
changes to the calculation of 
PURPA avoided costs for large 
resource 

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2015 

32. PacifiCorp Docket UE-144160 Declaration supporting updates to 
standard PURPA avoided cost 
prices and supporting 
modifications to the avoided cost 
calculation for small resources   

Washington Utilities and 
Transportation Commission 

 2014 

33. PacifiCorp Docket UE 287 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and generation resource 
dispatch model 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2014 

34. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-14-01 Expert testimony regarding the 
true up of variable power supply 
costs in the Energy Cost 
Adjustment Mechanism 

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2014 

35. PacifiCorp Docket A.14-08-002 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and the true up of costs 
in the Energy Cost Adjustment 
Clause mechanism 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2014 
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36. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-447-
EA-14 

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

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2014 

37. PacifiCorp Docket No. 14-035-31 Expert testimony regarding the 
true up of variable power supply 
costs in the Energy Balancing 
Account mechanism 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2014 

38. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-13-03 Expert testimony regarding the 
true up of variable power supply 
costs in the Energy Cost 
Adjustment Mechanism   

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2013 

39. PacifiCorp Docket A.13-08-001 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and the true up of costs 
in the Energy Cost Adjustment 
Clause mechanism   

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2013 

40. PacifiCorp Docket No. 13-035-32 Expert testimony regarding the 
true up of variable power supply 
costs in the Energy Balancing 
Account mechanism 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2013 

41. PacifiCorp Docket UM 1610 Expert testimony proposing 
changes to the calculation of 
PURPA avoided costs for large and 
small generation resources 

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2012 

42. PacifiCorp Docket A.12-08-003 Expert testimony supporting the 
annual variable power supply cost 
forecast and the true up of costs 
in the Energy Cost Adjustment 
Clause mechanism 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2012 

43. PacifiCorp Docket No. 12-035-67 Expert testimony regarding the 
true up of variable power supply 
costs in the Energy Balancing 
Account mechanism 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2012 
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44. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-389-
EP-11 

Expert testimony regarding the 
collection of deferred balances 
accrued through previous Power 
Cost Adjustment Mechanisms 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2011 

45. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-405-
ER-11 

Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2011 

46. PacifiCorp Case No. GNR-E-11-03 Expert testimony proposing 
changes to the calculation of 
PURPA avoided costs for large and 
small generation resources 

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2011 

47. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-06-10 Expert testimony regarding low-
income customer weatherization 
rebates 

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2010 

48. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-405-
ER-10 

Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2010 

49. PacifiCorp Docket No. 10-035-89 Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Public Service Commission 
of Utah 

 2010 

50. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-352-
ER-09 

Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2009 

51. PacifiCorp Case No. PAC-E-08-07 Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2008 
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52. PacifiCorp Docket No. 20000-333-
ER-08 

Inter-jurisdictional cost allocation 
and revenue requirement and 
sponsored expert testimony in 
corresponding general rate case 

Public Service Commission 
of Wyoming 

 2008 
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