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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

• Amend the schedule set forth in the Scoping Ruling to include a deadline for all parties to 
submit direct and rebuttal testimony to ensure procedural due process, and then 
subsequently decide if evidentiary hearings are necessary. 

• Address the contested issues of material fact, including: (1) whether the 2025 RA MPB is 
an anomaly caused by artificial scarcity on account of a change to the Slice-of-Day 
(SOD) methodology, and there is no fundamental issue with the benchmark; (2) whether 
the factors Energy Division identified in the Staff Report have led to an inaccurate 2025 
Forecast RA MPB; (3) whether there were insufficient volumes relative to prior years to 
calculate an accurate 2025 Forecast RA MPB; (4) whether swap and sleeve transactions, 
and affiliate transactions, inappropriately slanted the 2025 Forecast RA MPB; (5) 
whether Proposal Five to combine the three different RA MPBs into one RA MPB will 
address the lack of volume Energy Division asserts exists; (6) whether one, three or five 
years of data better represents the current market value of a MW of net qualifying 
capacity; and (7) whether the Staff Proposals, including Proposal One expanding the 
dataset, will remedy the RA MPB deficiencies the IOUs assert exist, including their 
inability to hedge. 

• Reject arguments of the Joint IOUs and TURN in support of Proposal One to expand the 
timeframe of transactions to incorporate into the RA MPB given Section 366.2(g) and 
D.18-10-019 require the valuation of retained RA to reflect current market value. To the 
extent the Commission decides to expand the timeframe, such expansion should be 
limited, as is recommended in varying proposals by CUE, Cal Advocates, and 
DACC/AReM.  

• Adopt Proposal Five to combine the MPBs as supported by the Joint IOUs, TURN, Cal 
Advocates, and DACC/AReM, but limit the timeframe of transactions in the combined 
MPBs to ensure the retained RA reflects current market value. 

• Reject arguments of the Joint IOUs, TURN, CUE, and Cal Advocates to apply any 
modification to the RA MPB retroactively since doing so would constitute unlawful 
retroactive ratemaking. 

 



 

 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY BRIEF 
 

Pursuant to Rule 13.12 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure,1 and the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling2 (Scoping 

Ruling), the California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) submits this reply brief.  

I. INTRODUCTION 
Despite the expedited nature of Track One, the Commission’s fundamental obligations to ensure 

procedural due process and make decisions based on a robust record remain. As Track One has 

progressed, unanticipated procedural and evidentiary issues have arisen. Reply Briefs are currently being 

submitted, despite a lack of clarity over whether testimony submitted by the Joint Investor-Owned 

Utilities (Joint IOUs) and the Coalition of California Utility Employees (CUE) will be admitted or 

considered.3 In an abundance of caution given the short timeframe prior to a proposed decision in May, 

CalCCA has concurrently submitted a Motion for Admission into the Record of Rebuttal Testimony of 

Brian Dickman, which is attached to this Reply Brief as Appendix A.4 However, it is unclear whether 

any testimony will be allowed (given it was not scheduled in the Scoping Ruling), or if other parties will 

also seek to submit testimony. On top of these procedural infirmities, contested issues of material fact 

exist. Given the significant issues and financial impact that could result from any Track One Decision, 

the Commission should tread cautiously and refrain from issuing a Decision until the procedural and 

evidentiary issues are resolved.  

In response to party Opening Briefs, CalCCA also makes the following recommendations. First, 

the Commission should refrain from implementing any modification to the resource adequacy (RA) 

market-price benchmark (MPB) retroactively as supported by the Joint IOUs, the Utility Reform 

Network (TURN), the Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal 

Advocates), and CUE. Adopting a revised RA MPB methodology based on the policy questions raised 

 
1  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of 
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
2  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-02-005 (Apr. 8, 2025). 
3  See R.25-02-005, Attachment A to the Joint Motion of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-
E), Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39-E), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902-E) for 
Admission of Testimony into the Record (Apr. 21, 2025); Appendix A to CUE Opening Brief, Testimony of 
Robert Earle on Behalf of the Coalition of California Utility Employees on Order Instituting Rulemaking and 
Energy Division Staff Report of the 2024-2025 Resource Adequacy Price Benchmark (Apr. 21, 2025). 
4  R.25-02-005, California Community Choice Association’s Motion for Admission into the Record 
of Rebuttal Testimony of Brian Dickman in Response to the Joint Investor-Owned Utilities’ Testimony 
Filed in Support of Their Opening Brief (Apr. 30, 2025). The CalCCA-Dickman Rebuttal Testimony is 
referred to herein as CalCCA-Dickman-01. 
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in this proceeding constitutes general ratemaking and cannot legally be applied retroactively. In 

addition, since the Commission has already mitigated indifference concerns for bundled ratepayers via 

the 2025 ERRA Forecast proceedings, retroactive application is unnecessary.  

Second, the Commission should reject the Proposal One’s expansion of the timeframe of 

transactions to incorporate into the RA MPB, as supported by the Joint IOUs and TURN. Such an 

expansion will neither solve the problems the Joint IOUs raise in their Opening Brief and Testimony nor 

result in the current value of Retained RA being captured in the MPB as required by Public Utilities 

Code Section 366.2(g) and D.18-10-019. To the extent the Commission decides to expand the 

timeframe, such expansion should be limited, as recommended by the Direct Access Customer Coalition 

and Alliance for Retail Energy Markets (DACC/AReM).  

Third, the Commission should adopt Staff Proposal Five, as supported by most parties, to 

combine system, flex, and local MPBs to more accurately reflect the RA market and increase the 

transaction volumes. However, the timeframe of combined transactions should remain limited to ensure 

the combined MPBs reflect current market value. 

Fourth, CalCCA supports the California Large Energy Consumers Association’s (CLECA’s) 

recommendation that the Commission avoid “an outcome-driven change in this Track,” given “[t]he 

proposed changes in the Staff Report weigh arbitrarily in favor of one type of customer” (i.e., bundled 

customers). As noted by CLECA, “a significant change in a method like this should not be undertaken 

without adequate process and notice.”5 

As set forth more fully below, CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

• Amend the schedule set forth in the Scoping Ruling to include a deadline for all parties to 
submit direct and rebuttal testimony to ensure procedural due process, and then 
subsequently decide if evidentiary hearings are necessary. 

• Address the contested issues of material fact, including: (1) whether the 2025 RA MPB is 
an anomaly caused by artificial scarcity on account of a change to the Slice-of-Day 
(SOD) methodology, and there is no fundamental issue with the benchmark; (2) whether 
the factors Energy Division identified in the Staff Report have led to an inaccurate 2025 
Forecast RA MPB; (3) whether there were insufficient volumes relative to prior years to 
calculate an accurate 2025 Forecast RA MPB; (4) whether swap and sleeve transactions, 
and affiliate transactions, inappropriately slanted the 2025 Forecast RA MPB; (5) 
whether Proposal Five to combine the three different RA MPBs into one RA MPB will 
address the lack of volume Energy Division asserts exists; (6) whether one, three or five 
years of data better represents the current market value of a MW of net qualifying 
capacity; and (7) whether the Staff Proposals, including Proposal One expanding the 

 
5  CLECA Opening Brief, at 15. 
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dataset, will remedy the RA MPB deficiencies the IOUs assert exist, including their 
inability to hedge. 

• Reject arguments of the Joint IOUs and TURN in support of Proposal One to expand the 
timeframe of transactions to incorporate into the RA MPB given Section 366.2(g) and 
D.18-10-019 require the valuation of retained RA to reflect current market value. To the 
extent the Commission decides to expand the timeframe, such expansion should be 
limited, as is recommended in varying proposals by CUE, Cal Advocates, and 
DACC/AReM.  

• Adopt Proposal Five to combine the MPBs as supported by the Joint IOUs, TURN, Cal 
Advocates, and DACC/AReM, but limit the timeframe of transactions in the combined 
MPBs to ensure the retained RA reflects current market value. 

• Reject arguments of the Joint IOUs, TURN, CUE, and Cal Advocates to apply any 
modification to the RA MPB retroactively since doing so would constitute unlawful 
retroactive ratemaking. 

As required by the Scoping Ruling, CalCCA addresses these issues in the following order: (1) 

Retroactive Ratesetting; (2) Procedural Issues; (3) Evidentiary Issues; and (4) Substantive Arguments. 

II. RETROACTIVE RATESETTING: A REVISED MPB IS THE PRODUCT OF GENERAL 
RATEMAKING AND CANNOT BE APPLIED RETROACTIVELY 
Party Opening Briefs reveal some agreement on retroactive ratemaking: Edison is the controlling 

precedent,6 and the key question under Edison is whether the rates are the product of “general 

ratemaking.”7 If a rate is the product of general ratemaking, it cannot be applied retroactively.8 Parties 

also agree on specific applications of the doctrine. If rates are set in general rate cases (GRCs), 

especially those that implicate utility profits and revenue requirements, they likely are the products of 

“general ratemaking.”9 There is also agreement that balancing and memorandum accounts that true up 

forecasted data with actual data using an established methodology likely are not the products of “general 

ratemaking.”10 

Where parties differ, however, is whether using a revised RA MPB methodology to conduct a 

true-up is “general ratemaking.” Applying the correct standard under Edison, the answer is clearly yes: 

using a revised RA MPB to true-up the Portfolio Allocation Balancing Account (PABA) in 2025 would 

set rates that are the product of “general ratemaking.” As discussed extensively in CalCCA’s Opening 

 
6  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 5-6. 
7  Id. at 5 (“[t]he doctrine applies to acts of general ratesetting…”). 
8  Id. at 5-6. 
9  Id. at 4-5. 
10  Id. at 4 (“true-ups of generation-related costs subject to balancing account treatment” is not 
general ratemaking). 
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Brief,11 the standard under Edison hinges on the scope of the inquiry the Commission must use to set 

rates. If the ratesetting will be the result of a “plenary discussion” of broad policy considerations, and 

have a substantial impact on customers and LSEs, then “general ratemaking” takes place.12 If the 

ratesetting is simply an exercise in basic arithmetic to reflect verifiable costs, such that holding a hearing 

would be inefficient and unnecessary, then “general ratemaking” has not taken place.13 It is not enough, 

as the Joint IOUs, Cal Advocates, and CUE have suggested, to ask whether a rate pertains to “pass-

through costs” or whether it was set in a GRC. Neither question is determinative on its own. The Joint 

IOUs also erroneously suggest recent Commission precedent, and the law requiring indifference, prevent 

the Commission from finding retroactive ratemaking here. The following sections demonstrate why 

these arguments fail. 

1. The Joint IOUs Incorrectly Argue “Pass-Through” Costs Can Always Be 
Applied Retroactively and Only Rates Set in a GRC Are Protected from 
Retroactivity 

The Joint IOUs, CUE and Cal Advocates misstate Edison’s holdings to make the remarkably 

broad conclusion that all pass-through costs enjoy a permanent exception to the prohibition on 

retroactive ratemaking.14 While it is true the Court relied on the fact that fuel expenses are pass-through 

costs to conclude the Commission had not conducted “true ratemaking,”15 the nature of the costs at issue 

is only one part of a larger inquiry. The Court went beyond the nature of the costs to ask whether the 

“business at hand” was “the application of a mathematical formula” or whether rates were set based on a 

“plenary discussion” of policy.16 It did not give a permanent exception to all pass-through costs simply 

because they are pass-through costs. 

In this case, the Commission is weighing whether and how to revise an existing ratemaking 

formula, specifically the formula set forth in D.19-10-001 requiring Energy Division to true up the RA 

MPB based on the “volume-weighted average of all IOU, CCA and ESP RA-only market transactions” 

in the past 12 months.17 To do so, the Commission is considering substantial questions of policy that 

 
11  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 5-6. 
12  Southern California Edison Co. v. Pub. Util. Comm’n, 20 Cal.3d 813, 821, 828-829 (1978). 
13  Edison, at 829 (citing City of Los Angeles v. Public Util. Comm’n (1975) 15 Cal.3d 680, at 695). 
14  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 4 (“costs that are routinely trued-up through balancing accounts…are 
excluded from the doctrine”); CUE Opening Brief, at 6; Cal Advocates Opening Brief, at 2. 
15  Edison, at 818-819. 
16  Id. at 821-829. 
17  D.19-10-001, at Ordering Paragraph (OP) 3. 
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will have far-reaching impacts that would not have otherwise occurred,18 a process that involves far 

more than simply calculating the PCIA based on a mathematical formula and verifiable data. 

The Joint IOUs also argue the prohibition against retroactive ratemaking only applies to rates 

that include elements of utility profit.19 Here again, the IOUs miss that Edison focuses on the scope of 

the inquiry used to revise the rates and not the specific costs at issue. Moreover, their argument skirts the 

fact that, unlike fuel expenses, UOG costs recovered through the PCIA include the IOUs’ return on 

equity for undepreciated capital. Just like in Ponderosa–in which the court found prohibited retroactive 

ratemaking–the UOG revenue requirements to be trued up in the PCIA include “the proceeds of rates 

that have been finally approved and collected, as well as the fruits of those proceeds.”20  
2. The Joint IOUs Misread Edison to Suggest General Ratemaking Can Only 

Take Place in a General Rate Case 
The Joint IOUs also ignore the facts of Ponderosa to suggest general ratemaking can only take 

place in a GRC.21 In 2004, the Commission authorized Ponderosa to include certain stock shares in rate 

base, 22 and Ponderosa earned a return on those shares until 2007 when they were sold.23 In the interim, 

the Commission opened a rulemaking to determine how gains on sales of stock should be split between 

customers and shareholders. The Commission issued a decision requiring 66 percent of the proceeds 

from the sale to be conveyed to ratepayers and 33 percent to shareholders.24 Ponderosa—along with 11 

other utilities—then filed an application seeking approval to disburse the gain on sale of its stock in line 

with the formula the Commission set forth in the rulemaking; however, in resolving the applications, the 

Commission required the utilities to change the formula to convey 100 percent of the proceeds to 

ratepayers. 25 The Court found that modification to the prior ratemaking formula–which had been set in a 

rulemaking–to be prohibited retroactive ratemaking.26  

 
18  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 8-10. 
19  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 6-7 (stating, in part, rates are “not subject to the retroactive 
ratemaking doctrine where they are designed to be adjusted and implicate no element of utility profit”). 
20  Ponderosa, at 62 (emphasis added). The Joint IOUs also admit general ratemaking takes place 
when there are changes to the utility’s revenue requirement. See Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 4. Changes 
to the PCIA and ERRA revenue requirements certainly happen on account of revising the RA MPB. 
21  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 6 (“the Supreme Court made clear that the retroactive ratemaking 
prohibition is applicable only to acts of the type of ratemaking conducted in general ratemaking cases”). 
22  Ponderosa at 53. 
23  Ibid. 
24  Id. at 54 (citing to D.06-05-041 (as modified by D.06-12-043)). 
25  Ibid. 
26  Id. at 63-65. 
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The instant question aligns with the Court’s finding in Ponderosa. Like in Ponderosa, UOG 

costs that make up part of the PCIA revenue requirement were originally approved for recovery in a 

GRC. Like in Ponderosa, a ratemaking formula that had been set via a rulemaking is being revised in a 

non-GRC ratesetting proceeding. Like in Ponderosa, general ratemaking is taking place in this case that 

cannot be applied retroactively.  

3. D.19-02-023 Does Not Preclude a Finding of Retroactive Ratemaking in This 
Case 

In a footnote, the Joint IOUs again raise D.19-02-023 and argue this broad rulemaking will enact 

a routine, mathematical true-up of forecasted values with actual values,27 to suggest the Commission 

“has applied newly adopted PCIA methodologies to prior year rates.”28 D.19-02-023 was the final 

decision in PG&E's 2019 ERRA Forecast proceeding and implemented D.18-10-019, the decision 

resolving the PCIA rulemaking, R.17-06-026. It required PG&E to include a true-up of the 2018 forecast 

year for brown power.29 However, nothing in that decision precludes the Commission from finding 

retroactive ratemaking here. 

First, the Commission did not set 2019 PCIA rates based on a broad discussion of policy that 

considered many variables in the ERRA Forecast proceeding. Much of the controversy in that case 

centered on what D.18-10-019 required of PG&E.30 The Commission concluded D.18-10-019 required a 

true up of rates starting in 2019, and that, by definition, the subject year of a true-up was 2018.31 The 

discussion of broad policy impacts required for “general ratemaking” was lacking in the one-utility 

ERRA Forecast proceeding. In fact, retroactive ratemaking was not discussed in D.19-02-023,32 which 

makes sense since the question would have been raised more appropriately in response to the underlying 

PCIA rulemaking—where a plenary discussion of policy had taken place—and not in PG&E’s ERRA 

Forecast case.33  

Moreover, the nature of the Energy Index aligns more closely with the fuel clause in Edison than 

a new methodology to calculate the final 2025 RA MPB. The Commission did not change the 

 
27  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 8, n. 24. 
28  Joint IOU Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) Reply Comments at 11, n. 28. 
29  D.19-02-023, at 21 
30  See id. at 21-26. 
31  Id., at 26. 
32  See id. at 21-26. 
33  Indeed, retroactive ratemaking (1) was never the subject of legal briefing in PG&E’s ERRA 
Forecast proceeding, R.18-06-001; (2) D.19-02-023 does not mention retroactive ratemaking; and (3) no 
party filed an application for rehearing raising the question for the Commission or courts to reconsider. 
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methodology to calculate the Energy Index in D.18-10-019,34 meaning the Commission trued-up an 

apple with an apple in D.19-02-023. Here, it plans to true-up an apple with an orange. In addition, in 

Edison, the Court relied heavily on both the mathematical nature of the refunds provided to customers 

and the fact they were calculated based on definitively established “empirical data.”35 Here, as described 

in CalCCA’s Opening Brief,36 the Commission must wrestle with the more nebulous concept of the 

value of the IOUs’ capacity portfolio, a concept that cannot be empirically proven. The Commission 

required PG&E to use the actual, verifiable energy value of its portfolio, as demonstrated by the CAISO 

market, to true-up the forecasted portfolio energy value and ensure indifference. No similar value exists 

for retained RA capacity, and no similar guarantee of indifference exists here. 

4. Applying the Prohibition Against Retroactive Ratemaking Here Would Not 
Prevent Indifference  

The Commission has already answered the Joint IOUs’ calls for indifference.37 It is easy to see 

D.24-12-039 (deciding SCE’s 2025 ERRA Forecast case) for what it is: the Commission crossing its 

prohibition on policymaking not only in an ERRA Forecast case, but during the most prejudicial part of 

that case (the October Update), to find what it considered to be the equitable solution. That solution was 

valuing 4,500 megawatts (MW) of RA as Local RA that all parties agreed was used, or was forecasted to 

be used, to meet SCE’s System and Flex RA requirements.38 Even CUE’s Opening Brief testimony 

describes the unfairness of an approach where RA is not valued based on how it was used, or the higher 

of two competing values, but at the lowest value at which it possibly could have been valued.39 There is 

no conflict here between the Commission’s duty to ensure indifference and the prohibition against 

retroactive ratemaking: the Commission has already acted to address the former, and it cannot act on the 

latter. Therefore, the Commission should not apply any modifications to the RA MPB to the 2025 true-

up. At the earliest, policy changes made in this proceeding should be applied to set forecast rates in 2026 

with actual transactions from 2025 used for the true-up. 

 
34  D.18-10-019, OP 1 (“The Brown Power Index shall continue to be calculated using the 
methodology adopted in Decision (D.) 06-07-030”). 
35  Edison, at 828-829. 
36  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 12-14. 
37  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 5, 10. 
38  CalCCA Opening Brief, at 16. 
39  CUE Opening Brief, Attachment A, at 4-6. 
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III. EVIDENTIARY AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES  
The desire to issue a Decision on an expedited basis cannot displace foundational due process 

requirements. The Commission should amend the schedule set forth in the Scoping Ruling to include a 

deadline for all parties to submit direct and rebuttal testimony and then determine whether hearings are 

necessary. 

The procedural status of Track One is in flux at the same time as Reply Briefs are due. The 

Scoping Ruling set the schedule for Opening and Reply Briefs, authorizing parties “to file briefs along 

with supporting information pursuant to [that] schedule.” The Scoping Ruling also set a limit of 25 

pages for the Opening Brief, and 15 pages for the Reply Brief, “not including supporting tables or 

attachments.”40 The Scoping Ruling states the Track 1 issues “will stand submitted upon the filing of 

reply briefs,” unless the ALJ allows a party to submit a supplement response to reply briefing. Nowhere 

in the Scoping Ruling is written testimony either scheduled to be submitted or authorized. Therefore, 

given the typical practice of the Commission and ALJs explicitly scheduling the submission of 

testimony in the Scoping Ruling, no parties (other than the IOUs and CUE) submitted testimony along 

with their Opening Brief. 

Parties filing Reply Briefs therefore face a procedural quagmire. At the heart of it is the potential 

for procedural due process in Track One being jeopardized. As noted by the Joint IOUs, the Commission 

has provided examples of procedures that can ensure due process, including “(i) circulating materials to 

the interested parties before relying on that information to make findings; (ii) adequate notice for the 

basis of the action; (iii) meaningful opportunity to be heard; and (iv) opportunity to present evidence 

and argument.”41 Not only have parties other than the Joint IOUs and CUE not submitted testimony 

given there has been no schedule set to do so,42 the meaningful opportunity to be heard is also being 

jeopardized. 

Questions raised by the current situation demonstrate the infirmities. First, it is unclear whether 

parties’ Reply Briefs should respond to the IOUs’ Opening Testimony, especially given current 

objections to its admission asserted in Responses to the Joint IOU Motion to Admit from CalCCA, 

 
40  Scoping Ruling, at 3 (emphasis added). 
41  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 10 (citing D.13-08-005, at 41-41). 
42  As noted in the introduction to this Reply Brief, CalCCA has included as Appendix A attached 
hereto Rebuttal Testimony of Brian Dickman, and concurrently filed a Motion to Admit the Dickman 
Rebuttal Testimony. CalCCA submits this Rebuttal Testimony given no other opportunity to respond to 
the IOU (unadmitted) testimony has been provided. 
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AReM/DACC, and Shell Energy North America (US), L.P. (Shell).43 Second, if it is not admitted, 

parties spending their final 15 pages of advocacy before submission of the record in Track 1 rebutting 

such testimony have been deprived of a fulsome opportunity to be heard on reply. Third, it is unclear 

whether parties should submit rebuttal testimony or opening testimony as “supporting information” 

concurrent with their Reply Briefs. If the parties opt to do neither, and the Joint IOUs’ testimony is 

admitted, such parties may lose any opportunity for the Commission to equally weigh their factual 

assertions. The best solution to this quagmire is to enable all parties to submit testimony. 

Indeed, as compared to its impacts and the broad policy questions raised in the Order Instituting 

Rulemaking (OIR), the Track One record is thin, with a Staff Report, two rounds each of comments and 

briefs (and testimony from a fraction of parties). The result of a change to the RA MPB calculation 

methodology being considered in Track One could be a significant reallocation of costs between 

bundled and unbundled customers in the range of hundreds of millions of dollars or more.  

The record is also thin compared to the last time the PCIA methodology was reconfigured in 

R.17-06-026. While the Joint IOUs cite D.18-10-019 as providing the evidentiary standard for Track 

One of this proceeding,44 they fail to mention the substantial record that was established prior to the 

issuance of that decision: several rounds of comments, workshops, opening and rebuttal testimony, five 

days of evidentiary hearings, submission of opening and reply briefs, as well as supplemental briefs, and 

oral argument.45 The Staff Report’s “assessment of a likely cost shift based upon the aggregated market 

data, as well as the informed analysis of interested parties,”46 falls far short of the robust record 

supporting D.18-10-019. 

Equally concerning is that contested issues of material fact still exist. While the Joint IOUs state 

“it is beyond dispute that immediate Commission action related to 2026 rates is necessary to improve 

customer indifference,”47 CalCCA respectfully disagrees and urges the Commission to ensure it has 

adequate evidence and clarity on disputed facts to support the requested change, including: 

• Whether the 2025 RA MPB is an anomaly caused by artificial scarcity on account of a 
change to the Slice-of-Day methodology, and there is no fundamental issue with the 
benchmark; 

 
43  CalCCA and DACC/AReM filed a response in opposition to the Joint IOU Motion to Admit on 
April 23, 2025. Shell filed a response in opposition on April 25, 2025. 
44  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 11. 
45  D.18-10-019, at 10-12. 
46  Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 11 (emphasis added) 
47  Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments, at 10. 
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• Whether the factors Energy Division identified in the Staff Report have led to an 
inaccurate 2025 Forecast RA MPB;48 

• Whether there were insufficient volumes relative to prior years to calculate an accurate 
2025 Forecast RA MPB; 

• Whether swap and sleeve transactions, and affiliate transactions, inappropriately slanted 
the 2025 Forecast RA MPB; 

• Whether Proposal 5 to combine the three different RA MPBs into one RA MPB will 
address the lack of volumes Energy Division asserts exists; 

• Whether one, three or five years of data better represents the current market value of a 
MW of net qualifying capacity;49 and 

• Whether the Staff Proposals, including Proposal One expanding the dataset, will remedy 
the RA MPB deficiencies the IOUs assert exist, including their inability to hedge.50 

 
48  See CalCCA OIR Opening Comments, at 28-29 (“the fact remains that in 2024 the market value of the 
IOUs’ portfolios was high . . . the high RA MPBs for 2025 illustrated the market conditions CalCCA’s 
members have navigated in recent years, and describing the FERC EQR data demonstrating the high RA market 
prices); but see Staff Report, at 5 (claiming that the current RA MPB is: (1) “reflective of a recent subset of RA 
transactions that may be driven by market power, as it does not appear that new RA projects are or would be 
this expensive); see also Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments, at 6 (“[d]ue to the lack of market depth, a party 
could manipulate the RA MPBs,” and “because high MPS increase PCIA rates for some bundled service 
customers and decrease the PCIA rates for others, parties may have an incentive to do so.” The Joint IOUs 
acknowledge directly after making these statements that they “have no specific evidence of this kind of market 
manipulation”); see also Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 13 (the RA MPB is “anomalous,” “inflated,” and 
“divorced from reality, and “drastic escalation of the RA MPBs . . . resulted in a 2025 Forecast MPB amount 
exceeding estimates of the costs of operating new resources and costs seen in solicitations for new capacity”). 
49  See CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 2, lines 4-7, p. 4, lines 9-13 (“[t]he fact that rising RA market prices have 
increased the value of utility resources, thereby reducing PCIA revenue requirements, does not automatically 
mean something is wrong with the PCIA”); see also Staff Report, at 3 (“rapid increases in prices for certain 
recent market transactions have revealed issues inherent to the methodology that may be undermining customer 
cost indifference.”); Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 13 (“[a] MPB calculated based on a small number of 
transaction in a thin and illiquid market has the impact of shifting costs to bundled service customers, violating 
the indifference statutes”). 
50  See CalCCA Opening Brief, at 20-22 (stating that the Staff Report is full of speculation as to the factors 
that caused the reduction in RA transactions, and therefore the necessary solutions are also unclear); see also 
CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 3, lines 12-17 (stating that: (1) expanding the dataset used to compute the RA MPB 
will not eliminate annual fluctuations in the RA prices, change bundled customers’ exposure to the MPB, alter 
the application of the MPB in the PCIA framework, or cap the MPB at the cost of underlying contracts and 
UOG resources; (2) instead, the Joint IOUs real complaint is that they want to use the resources freed up by 
customer departure, but do not want to pay a floating market price for those resources; and (3) bundled 
customer exposure only exists to the extent the Joint IOUs retain for remaining bundled customers the resource 
attributes that would otherwise be freed up by customer departure); see also Joint IOU Opening Brief, at 14 
(“short-term transactions used to calculate the MPBs are not fully reflective of the [primarily long-term 
resources] in an IOU’s portfolio”); see also Staff Report, at 21 (noting that Energy Division Staff do not even 
have data to demonstrate that the identified “non-market transactions” impacted the RA MPB, and that its 
modeling demonstrating the impact of the Staff Proposals is “largely correct,” provided “solely for illustrative 
purposes,” and will need “further data cleaning and verification.”). 
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As CalCCA noted at the prehearing conference, hearings are unlikely to provide better answers 

to all of these questions since many of them rely on data the Commission has thus far been unwilling to 

provide to parties in an anonymized manner, and rely on the work of Staff that is not made available for 

cross examination.51 However, given the troubling procedural state of the proceeding, as well as 

disputed issues of material fact, the Commission should provide parties an equal opportunity to be heard 

through opening and rebuttal testimony, and then, after such testimony is submitted, consider whether 

evidentiary hearings are needed.52  

IV. SUBSTANTIVE ARGUMENTS 
A. Proposal One Should Be Rejected, or in the Alternative, Limited 

1. The Joint IOUs’ Request to Incorporate Long-term Transactions Should be 
Rejected as Results-Driven and Short-Sighted  

Proposal One to incorporate more years of transactions in the RA MPB calculation will not 

resolve the IOUs’ issues raised in Opening Briefs and testimony.53 Instead, implementing Proposal One 

will simply reduce bundled customers’ costs and increase costs for departed load customers.54  

The Joint IOUs argue that the current methodology to calculate the RA MPB fails to leave 

bundled customers indifferent to load departure for four reasons: (1) the MPBs are volatile and can 

result in large swings in value even though the cost side of the equation has remained relatively flat; (2) 

the ratemaking methodology results in high levels of bundled customer exposure to the MPBs while 

departing load customers do not have the same exposure; (3) some of the MPBs are set using thin 

transaction volumes and do not correlate to the larger volumes to which the MPBs are applied; and (4) 

the methodology causes bundled customers to pay more than the cost of the underlying Commission-

approved contracts and utility-owned generation (UOG) resources.55  

However, as explained in the CalCCA-Dickman testimony, none of these concerns will 

ultimately be resolved by including older transaction data in the MPB calculation. Incorporating older 

transaction data only reduces the RA MPB in the short-term.56 It does not eliminate annual fluctuations 

 
51  April 7, 2025, Prehearing Conference Transcript, 1Tr.77:21-78:9. 
52 As noted in CalCCA’s Response to the IOUs’ Motion to Admit, another option for the Commission is 
to state the Commission will not give the Joint IOUs’ testimony (or the testimony of CUE) more weight than 
other parties’ pleadings or verifications. See CalCCA Response to IOU Motion to Admit, at 4-5. 
53  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 3, lines 12-17. 
54  Ibid. 
55  Joint IOU Testimony, p. 2, line 16 to p.3, line 6. 
56  Staff Report, at 14. 
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in the RA prices, change bundled customers’ exposure to the RA MPB, alter the application of the MPB 

in the PCIA, or cap the MPB at the cost of underlying resources.57 

The Joint IOUs’ real complaint is they want to use PCIA resources originally procured for 

unbundled customers to meet compliance obligations, but they do not want their bundled customers to 

pay a market price for those resources. In testimony, the Joint IOUs disclose that they rely heavily on 

capacity originally procured for departed customers in order to serve bundled customers.58 During 2024, 

SCE used PCIA resources to satisfy between 63-72 percent of bundled customers’ monthly system RA 

requirements, and SDG&E stated that between 61-100 percent of its monthly system RA requirements 

were met by PCIA resources.59 When the IOUs use such capacity to meet compliance requirements, it is 

valued as Retained RA, with the IOUs effectively purchasing it from departed customers at the RA 

MPB.60 As set forth in the CalCCA-Dickman testimony and CalCCA’s OIR Reply Comments, if the 

Joint IOUs wish to lower this exposure, such a change would require a fundamental redesign of the 

PCIA framework or updates to the IOUs’ procurement practices; and these should be evaluated in Track 

2 of this Rulemaking.61 

The Joint IOUs inaccurately claim that they are “required to pay for the entirety of their RA 

capacity portfolios” based on the MPBs and that the PCIA is effectively ‘marking up’ the cost of the 

long-term resources procured to hedge against short-term market price exposure. This claim is a 

disingenuous overstatement of the effect of the PCIA.62 After application of the PCIA framework, 

bundled customer rates reflect payment of the MPB only for capacity that was originally procured on 

behalf of departed load customers (i.e., resources freed up for bundled customer use by the fact CCA 

and ESP customers departed load customers) who continue to be responsible for the costs.63 The portion 

of the PCIA resources that was procured for bundled customers continues to serve as a hedge against 

short-term market price exposure, and bundled customers pay no more than the net cost for their share of 

long-term resources procured on their behalf.64 

 
57  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 3, lines 12-17. 
58  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 6, lines 14-16. 
59  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 6, lines 16-19. PG&E responded to this question but marked its responses as 
confidential. Id., lines 19-21. They are similarly substantial. 
60  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 7, lines 1-6. 
61  See CalCCA OIR Reply Comments, at 12-13; CalCCA-Dickman-01, p. 8, lines 5-8. 
62  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p.9, lines 6-7. 
63  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p.9, lines 7-10. 
64  CalCCA-Dickman-01, p.9, lines 10-13. 
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The real issue at hand is: what should bundled customers pay to use resources originally 

procured for, and still paid for, by others? California statute requires that departed customers receive the 

value of the resources they pay for, and the Commission determined in D.18-10-019 that value should be 

based on recent purchase and sales transactions. Bundled customers are only exposed to the change in 

MPBs for the portion of the portfolio used for their own compliance but for which the costs are paid by 

departed load customers. If the Joint IOUs want to change procurement of the resources needed for 

bundled customers rather than relying on the PCIA portfolio, then alternatives should be explored 

holistically in Track 2. 

2. TURN’s Argument that Long-term Transactions Reflect Current Market 
Value Should be Rejected 

TURN’s argument that long-term transactions reflect current market value should be rejected. 

TURN curiously argues in its Opening Brief that “[t]he current market value of RA is reflected in both 

short-term and long-term transactions” and that therefore the Commission should adopt Proposal One.65 

In addition, TURN states that “[a]ll sales types and durations are valid for inclusion in the MPBs 

because they represent market-based options for entities selling RA.”66 TURN’s arguments are mistaken 

and suggest someone selling a home, a stock, or a car would have the option to sell at the original 

purchase price rather than the market value. The cornerstone of the approach adopted in D.18-10-019 is 

to value capacity at the price at which it can be bought and sold today. While capacity purchased five 

years ago might represent a “market-based option” at the time of purchase, the current “value” of the 

RA retained by bundled customers is the current wholesale price. TURN’s arguments in support of 

Proposal One should be rejected. 

3. Proposal One Should be Rejected or Limited as Demonstrated by All Other 
Parties’ Reluctance or Opposition Regarding Expanding the Transaction 
Timeframe 

The reluctance or opposition of all other parties in this proceeding (i.e., other than the Joint IOUs 

or TURN) to adopting Proposal One without further investigation demonstrates the need for the 

Commission to exercise caution in this expedited Track One. For example, while Cal Advocates 

supports Proposal One in theory, it notes the “trade-offs” in using fuller transaction data but losing the 

benefits of limiting the data to “[m]ore recent transactions [that] tend to be more relevant to current 

 
65  TURN Opening Brief, at 3 (emphasis added). 
66  Id. 
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market conditions.”67 In addition, while CUE supports expanding transaction data, it notes that further 

investigation “would be helpful” to understand the appropriate timeframe “without reaching back too far 

to include stale or unrepresentative transactions.”68 CLECA cautions the Commission to avoid “an 

outcome-driven change in this Track, based on the proposed changes to the RA MPB calculation” and 

that “a significant change in a method like this should not be undertaken without adequate process and 

notice.”69 Finally, DACC/AReM continues to support using the most recent transactions, but notes the 

“dearth of reported transactions” and proposes to “thread[] this needle” by incorporating a narrow 

expansion of the timeframe to increase the data (“eligible transactions executed in year (n-2) and Q1-3 

of year (n-1) for delivery in year n, with additional true-up data added for year n”).70 

As noted previously, the expedited nature of Track One will shortcut a robust investigation into 

how to address the reduction of volume in calculating the 2025 RA Forecast MPB. In fact, the wide 

range of proposals regarding the timeframe that the Commission should use demonstrates the lack of 

certainty and need for additional investigation. While CalCCA continues to support the rejection of 

Proposal One, to the extent the Commission moves forward with expanding the timeline, such an 

expansion should be narrow, as suggested by DACC/AReM, to ensure the RA MPB reflects current 

transactions. In addition, any expansion of the timeframe should be continued until the Commission 

adopts any new methodology in Track 2, or for at least three years. 

B. The Commission Should Adopt a Combined MPB as Supported by the Joint IOUs, 
TURN, Cal Advocates, and DACC/AReM, but Limit the Timeframe for 
Transactions Incorporated into the MPBs 

The Commission should adopt Proposal Five, combining system, local, and flexible RA into a 

single RA value when calculating the RA MPB, as supported by the Joint IOUs, TURN, Cal Advocates, 

and DACC/AReM. Combining the MPBs will not only increase volume, it will also prevent unrealistic 

depictions of the RA market in the RA MPB given the current bucketing approach may not accurately 

portray how RA is being used.71  

 
67  Cal Advocates Opening Brief, at 3. Cal Advocates suggest two modifications to balance these trade-
offs: (1) setting a minimum liquidity or transaction threshold to ensure enough transaction data is used in 
pricing the RA MPB; or (2) using all data over a longer timeframe while giving greater weight to more recent 
transactions. Ibid. CalCCA does not support setting minimum liquidity or transactions thresholds for the RA 
MPB, as the market varies year to year and no exact threshold can accurately reflect a changing market. In 
addition, longer term data does not reflect the price at which an attribute can be currently bought and sold. 
68  CUE Opening Brief, at 11. 
69  CLECA Opening Brief, at 15. 
70  DACC/AReM Opening Brief, at 12. 
71  See CalCCA OIR Opening Comments, at 31-32. 
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The timeframe, however, for these transactions should be limited to ensure the combined RA 

MPB represents current market transactions. Therefore, the recommendations by the Joint IOUs, TURN, 

and Cal Advocates to combine the MPBs in addition to expanding the timeframe for transactions (i.e., 

Proposal One) should be rejected. To most accurately reflect the current RA market, the Commission 

should adopt the “standardized execution date of 9/1/2023-8/31/2024” for the combined 2025 Forecast 

MPBs as depicted in Figure 9 of the Staff Report (i.e., the “Current 2025 Forecast MPB).72 If the 

Commission determines the transaction volume for this timeframe is inadequate, the Commission could 

alternatively adopt the combined system, flex, and local 2025 Forecast MPB utilizing the timeframes for 

local, system, and flex transactions, as reflected in the first column of Figure 7 (i.e., the “Current 2025 

Forecast MPB) in the Staff Report.73 However, this would not be reflective of the most current 

transactions. 

V. CONCLUSION 
CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission adopt the recommendations set forth herein. 
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72  Staff Report, at 15, Figure 9. 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) 1 presents this rebuttal 2 

testimony in the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource 3 

Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes 4 

(OIR). This testimony was prepared on behalf of CalCCA by Brian Dickman, Partner, 5 

NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC. Mr. Dickman’s qualifications are set forth in 6 

Attachment A. 7 

Commissioner John Reynolds’ April 8, 2025, Scoping Ruling determined the 8 

following issues are to be considered in Track 1 of this proceeding:2 9 

1. Should the Commission expand the data considered when determining the 10 
Resource Adequacy (RA) Market Price Benchmark (MPB) by extending or 11 
eliminating the existing time limits on transaction data considered? 12 

2. Should the Commission combine system, local, and flexible RA into a single 13 
RA value when calculating the RA MPB? 14 

3. When determining the RA MPB, should the Commission eliminate data that is 15 
duplicative or does not reflect market-based transactions? How should the 16 
Commission determine which transactions to eliminate? 17 

My rebuttal testimony responds to joint testimony submitted by Southern California 18 

Edison Company (SCE), Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), and San Diego Gas & 19 

Electric Company (SDG&E) (collectively, the Joint Investor-Owned Utilities (Joint 20 

IOUs)). The Joint IOUs recommend the Commission expand the dataset used to calculate 21 

 
1  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
2  Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, at 3 (April 8, 
2025) (Scoping Ruling). 
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the RA MPB such that it includes RA transactions beginning in 2020, and to combine 1 

system, local, and flexible RA into a single RA value when calculating the RA MPB.3   2 

As demonstrated in more detail below, none of the issues raised in the Joint IOU 3 

testimony are resolved by adopting their Track 1 recommendations.  The fact that rising 4 

RA market prices have increased the value of utility resources, thereby reducing Power 5 

Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) revenue requirements, does not automatically 6 

mean something is wrong with the PCIA. The Joint IOUs’ recommendation to include 7 

more years of transactions in the MPB calculation is simply an attempt to reduce the RA 8 

MPB and reduce the cost of using departed load customers’ share of PCIA-eligible 9 

resources to serve bundled customers. Instead of arbitrarily lowering the RA MPB to 10 

benefit bundled customers through including transactions not reflective of the current 11 

market, CalCCA recommends the Commission narrowly address the issue raised by 12 

Energy Division regarding reduced transaction volumes for 2025 by combining the system, 13 

local, and flexible RA MPBs and then move to Track 2 to consider the fundamental 14 

questions regarding the PCIA methodology. 15 

II. NONE OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN THE JOINT IOU TESTIMONY ARE 16 
RESOLVED BY THEIR RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE RA MPB  17 

The Joint IOUs recommend expanding the dataset used to compute the RA MPBs 18 

to include RA transactions executed following the establishment of the current method in 19 

D.19-10-001 (i.e. beginning with contracts executed in 2020)4 rather than limiting the data 20 

 
3  Joint IOU Testimony, page 1, lines 6-8. 
4  Joint IOU Testimony, page 9, lines 19-23. 
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to transactions executed within 21 months before the MPB publishing date.5  To support 1 

this recommendation, the Joint IOUs argue that the current methodology to calculate the 2 

RA MPB fails to leave bundled customers indifferent to load departure for four reasons: 1) 3 

the MPBs are volatile and can result in can result in large swings in value even though the 4 

cost side of the equation has remained relatively flat; 2) the ratemaking methodology 5 

results in high levels of bundled customer exposure to the MPBs while departing load 6 

customers do not have the same exposure; 3) some of the MPBs are set using thin 7 

transaction volumes and do not correlate to the larger volumes to which the MPBs are 8 

applied; and 4) the methodology causes bundled customers to pay more than the cost of 9 

the underlying Commission-approved contracts and utility-owned generation (UOG) 10 

resources.6   11 

Contrary to the Joint IOU testimony, the issues highlighted do not support their 12 

recommendation to include older RA transaction data in the MPB calculation.  Expanding 13 

the transaction dataset used to compute the RA MPB does not eliminate annual fluctuations 14 

in the RA prices, change bundled customers’ exposure to the MPB, alter the application of 15 

the MPB in the PCIA framework, or cap the MPB at the cost of underlying contracts and 16 

UOG resources.  17 

CalCCA acknowledges the California RA market is evolving, in particular due to 18 

regulatory reform implementing slice of day (SOD) compliance requirements in 2025.  19 

This change compels a review of the RA MPB to ensure resources are properly valued.  20 

However, simply including more historical RA transactions occurring prior to SOD 21 

 
5  Joint IOU Testimony, page 2, lines 3-6. Transaction data used for the system and flexible RA 
MPBs is limited to within 21 months of the MPB publishing date, while data for the local RA MPB 
includes transactions executed within 45 months of the MPB publishing date. 
6  Joint IOU Testimony, page 2, line 16 to page 3, line 6. 
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reform in the MPB calculation is likely to reduce the applicability of the MPB to RA 1 

resources beginning in 2025.  Resolving the Joint IOU complaints, if warranted, would 2 

require a fundamental redesign of the PCIA framework or updates to the IOUs’ 3 

procurement practices, and these should be evaluated in Track 2 of this Rulemaking.  4 

III. HIGH MARKET PRICES FOR RA ARE NOT EVIDENCE OF A PCIA DESIGN 5 
FLAW  6 

The Joint IOUs argue that steep increases in the RA MPB since the PCIA 7 

methodology was reformed are “divorced from reality” 7  and are evidence of an 8 

impermissible cost-shift.8   On the contrary, in its OIR Opening Comments CalCCA used 9 

data from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) Electronic Quarterly 10 

Reports (EQR) to demonstrate that the IOUs sold capacity at an average price of 11 

$28.87/kW-month, which was higher than the 2024 final System RA MPB of $26.26/kW 12 

month.9   13 

The Joint IOUs reproduced a table from D.18-10-019 to illustrate the RA MPBs in 14 

effect prior to the PCIA reform adopted in that decision and show that the current MPBs 15 

are higher. Table II-1 from the Joint IOU testimony is provided here for reference.  The 16 

Joint IOUs state, “With MPBs set at the values shown in Table I-1 (sic) below, the 17 

Commission found in 2018 that ‘the current PCIA methodology does in fact result in 18 

impermissible cost shifts.’”10 19 

 
7  Joint IOU Testimony, page 3, line 7 to page 4, line 6. 
8  Joint IOU Testimony, page 3, line 7 to page 4, line 6. 
9  CalCCA Opening Comments, pages 28-29. 
10  Joint IOU Testimony page 3, lines 16-18 (internal citation omitted). 
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 1 

Ironically, discussion in D.18-10-019 highlights arguments by The Utility Reform 2 

Network (TURN) and other parties that the RA MPB at the time was too high because it 3 

was not tied to the actual market prices at which LSEs buy and sell RA capacity.11 At that 4 

time the RA MPB was defined as the going-forward cost of a combustion turbine as 5 

determined by the California Energy Commission,12 but the price for RA purchased and 6 

sold in the market was lower than the cost of the combustion turbine.13  In D.18-10-019, 7 

the Commission determined that the value of retained RA should be based on the current 8 

market value of RA calculated using reported RA purchases and sales, not the long-term 9 

average cost of a capacity resource.  The Commission also explicitly acknowledged that 10 

the value of PCIA resources might be higher than the cost of PCIA resources in the future, 11 

causing PCIA rates to be negative.14  Despite the Commission’s findings in 2018, the Joint 12 

IOUs now argue that basing the RA MPB on recent market prices that are higher than the 13 

cost of a capacity resource is unfair. 14 

 15 

  16 

 
11  See D.18-10-019 at 36. 
12  See D.18-10-019 at 36. 
13  See D.18-10-019 at 37. 
14  See D.18-10-019 at 88 and 155, Finding of Fact 20. 
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IV. THE JOINT IOUS’ REAL COMPLAINT IS THAT THEY WANT TO USE PCIA 1 
RESOURCES ORIGINALLY PROCURED FOR UNBUNDLED CUSTOMERS 2 
BUT DO NOT WANT TO PAY THE MARKET PRICE FOR THOSE RESOURCES 3 

The Joint IOUs’ real complaint is that they want to use PCIA resources originally 4 

procured for unbundled customers, but do not want to pay a floating market price for those 5 

resources. In testimony the Joint IOUs disclose, “PG&E’s bundled service customers’ 2025 6 

rates reflect an approximately 40 percent net financial exposure to the 2025 Forecast RA 7 

MPBs based on PG&E’s 2025 ERRA Forecast.”15 In the accompanying footnote the Joint 8 

IOUs explain: “This reflects how much of PG&E’s forecasted 2025 RA compliance 9 

requirements are being met with RA volumes retained from departed load customers at the 10 

respective benchmarks, after accounting for bundled service customer share of the 11 

PABA.” 16   In other words, PG&E is meeting a portion of its bundled customer RA 12 

compliance requirements using capacity originally procured for customers that have since 13 

departed PG&E’s generation service. The Joint IOUs’ testimony indicates that they rely on 14 

PCIA-eligible resources to meet “a significant portion” of their bundled customers’ RA 15 

compliance needs.17  In discovery, SCE confirmed that during 2024 PCIA resources were 16 

used to satisfy between 63 percent and 72 percent of its bundled customers monthly system 17 

RA requirements.18 SDG&E indicated that PCIA resources met between 61 percent and 18 

100 percent of its monthly system RA requirement in 2024.19  And PG&E confirmed that 19 

it met a significant portion of its 2024 monthly system RA requirement using PCIA 20 

resources.20  21 

 
15  Joint IOU Testimony, page 5, lines 3-5. 
16  Joint IOU Testimony, page 5, footnote 9 (emphasis added). 
17  Joint IOU Testimony, page 5, lines 1-3. 
18  See Attachment B, SCE response to CalCCA to SCE Data Request 2.05. 
19  See Attachment B, SDG&E response to CalCCA to SDG&E Data Request 2.05. 
20  See Attachment B, PG&E response to CalCCA to PG&E Data Request 2.05. 
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Under the current PCIA framework, the RA MPB is used to determine the value of 1 

PCIA-eligible resources retained by the IOU to meet bundled customer RA compliance 2 

obligations.  The RA MPB is applied to all PCIA-eligible capacity used for Retained RA, 3 

effectively ‘marking to market’ the capacity attributes.  Because this Retained RA is used 4 

for bundled customer compliance, the total cost (i.e. Retained RA value) is charged to 5 

bundled customers in their generation rates.  However, there is an equal and offsetting 6 

credit for the value of Retained RA that is applied in the PCIA and flows back to all 7 

customers.  Because bundled customers and departed load customers share proportionally 8 

in the PCIA, bundled customers receive a credit back in rates equal to the value of Retained 9 

RA provided by resources for which they bear cost responsibility. In this way, bundled 10 

customers’ rates reflect the RA MPB only to the extent retained RA is met with PCIA-11 

eligible resources that were originally procured for departed load customers.  12 

Because departed load customers continue to pay for their share of the cost of 13 

PCIA-eligible resources, they are also entitled to receive credit for the full value of the RA 14 

retained by PG&E to meet the needs of bundled customers.  California statute requires that 15 

departed load customers continue to pay the costs of resources originally procured on their 16 

behalf;21 statute also entitles departed load customers to receive the value of the resource 17 

attributes (or an allocated share of the attributes).22 It is not reasonable for the Joint IOUs 18 

to expect departed load customers to continue paying for PCIA resources without also 19 

receiving the value of the resource attributes.  20 

The Joint IOUs argue, “The current PCIA methodology leaves the IOUs unhedged 21 

and requires the IOUs to ‘buy’ significant portions of their RA compliance needs” from 22 

 
21  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(f)(2). 
22  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(g). 
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the PCIA portfolio. 23  The Joint IOUs also state, “As load leaves the IOUs for other 1 

providers, all else being equal, [MPB] exposure levels increase.”24 This is true only to the 2 

extent the Joint IOUs use resource attributes originally procured for unbundled customers, 3 

i.e., attributes that were freed up by CCA and Electric Service Provider (ESP) customer 4 

departures, for compliance obligations (e.g., Retained RA). In Track 2 the Commission 5 

should evaluate whether changes to the PCIA framework are warranted to recognize that, 6 

rather than having excess capacity due to customer departures, the IOUs rely on the PCIA 7 

portfolio to meet compliance requirements for remaining bundled customers.  8 

The Joint IOUs then complain that as the MPBs increase it is possible for the market 9 

value to exceed the cost of existing PCIA resources or a newly built resource. 25  As 10 

discussed earlier, the question of how to determine the value of capacity that the IOUs 11 

retain for their own use was determined in D.18-10-019. The cornerstone of that approach 12 

is to value an attribute at the price at which it can be bought and sold. 26  Thus, the 13 

Commission adopted a version of a mark-to-market approach for determining the value of 14 

assets common across many industries, with the RA MPB “calculated using reported 15 

purchase and sales prices of IOU, CCA, and ESP transactions made during (year n-1) for 16 

deliveries in (year n).”27 The decision states TURN “speaks for most parties” when it 17 

asserted that the prior method of valuing RA capacity, the published going forward costs 18 

of constructing a combined cycle generation turbine, “‘has very little relationship to the 19 

actual market prices at which all LSEs buy and sell RA capacity.’”28 While their initial 20 

 
23  Joint IOU Testimony, page 5, lines 8-10. 
24  Joint IOU Testimony, page 5, lines 6-7. 
25  Joint IOU Testimony, page 7, lines 4-8. 
26  See D.18-10-019 at 73. 
27  See D.18-10-019 at 73 (emphasis added). 
28  See D.18-10-019 at 36 (emphasis added). 
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proposal was rejected, the IOUs supported the idea of valuing Retained RA at the price at 1 

which it could be bought and sold.29 2 

Finally, the Joint IOUs inaccurately claim that they are “required to pay for the 3 

entirety of their RA capacity portfolios” based on the MPBs and that the PCIA is effectively 4 

‘marking up’ the cost of the long-term resources procured to hedge against short-term 5 

market price exposure.30  This claim is a disingenuous overstatement of the effect of the 6 

PCIA.  After application of the PCIA framework, bundled customer rates reflect payment 7 

of the MPB only for capacity that was originally procured on behalf of departed load 8 

customers (i.e., resources freed up for bundled customer use by the fact CCA and ESP 9 

customers departed) who continue to be responsible for the costs. The portion of the PCIA 10 

resources that was procured for bundled customers continues to serve as a hedge against 11 

short-term market price exposure, and bundled customers pay no more than the net cost for 12 

their share of long-term resources procured on their behalf. 13 

The Joint IOUs’ example of paying $10/MW-month for the use of RA compared to 14 

paying $100/MW-month for the same attributes continues to disregard the critical point 15 

that bundled customers pay no more than the net cost of long term procurement for their 16 

share of the resources procured on their behalf, and are only required to pay for resource 17 

attributes at the MPB to the extent bundled customers retain attributes from resources 18 

originally procured for departed load customers. The Joint IOUs dismiss this fact in 19 

testimony by implying that it is somehow not reasonable for bundled customers to only get 20 

a portion of the credit recorded to PABA for use of PCIA-eligible resources.31   21 

 
29  See D.18-10-019, at 149 (stating “TURN and the Joint Utilities, on the other hand, support the 
proposed benchmarks.”).   
30  Joint IOU Testimony, page 7, lines 8-11. 
31  Joint IOU Testimony, page 7, line 23 to page 8, line 1. 
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The real issue at hand is: what should bundled customers pay to use resources 1 

originally procured for and paid for by others? California statute requires that departed 2 

customers receive the value of the resources they pay for, and the Commission determined 3 

in D.18-10-019 that value should be based on recent purchase and sales transactions. 4 

Bundled customers are only exposed to the change in MPBs for the portion of the portfolio 5 

used for their own compliance but for which the costs are paid by departed load customers. 6 

If the Joint IOUs want to change procurement of the resources needed for bundled 7 

customers rather than relying on the PCIA portfolio, then alternatives should be explored 8 

wholistically in Track 2. 9 

V. CALCCA TRACK 1 RECOMMENDATIONS 10 

The Joint IOUs’ recommendation to include more years of transactions is results-11 

oriented and doesn’t eliminate the concerns listed in their testimony. In reality, the Joint 12 

IOUs seek to lower the RA MPB as much as possible to reduce the cost of relying on the 13 

PCIA portfolio to meet bundled customers’ compliance obligations. 14 

Instead of arbitrarily lowering the RA MPB to benefit the IOUs through including 15 

transactions not reflective of the current market, the Commission should narrowly 16 

address the identified volume problem identified by Energy Division for 2025 through 17 

combining the MPBs and then move to Track 2 to consider the fundamental questions 18 

regarding the PCIA methodology. 19 
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BRIAN DICKMAN 
Partner 

Economics   |   Strategy   |   Stakeholders   |   Sustainability 
www.newgenstrategies.net 

CONTACT 

225 Union Boulevard, Suite 450 
Lakewood, CO 80228 
bdickman@newgenstrategies.net 
www.newgenstrategies.net 

EDUCATION 

Master of Business Administration, 
Finance Emphasis, University of Utah 

Bachelor of Science, Accounting, Utah 
State University 

KEY EXPERTISE 

Cost of Service and Rates 

Financial Analysis and Modeling 

Power Charge Indifference Amount 

Regulatory Strategy 

Revenue Requirement 

Mr. Brian Dickman is a partner in NewGen’s energy practice with over 20 years 
of utility industry experience. Mr. Dickman’s career includes over a decade 
working for PacifiCorp, a vertically integrated investor-owned utility, including 
senior-level positions in regulatory, financial, and commercial roles. He began 
consulting in 2017, assisting a wide array of clients across the United States and 
internationally, including utilities, large consumers, and private investment 
firms. Mr. Dickman has extensive experience preparing and evaluating utility 
revenue requirements and cost allocation studies, developing utility-avoided 
costs, and analyzing the impact of new initiatives and transactions on a utility 
and its customers. In addition to his extensive technical experience, Mr. Dickman 
understands the regulatory governance process, and he has personally testified 
as an expert witness before state public utility commissions in California, Idaho, 
Indiana, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. 

Mr. Dickman advises numerous Community Choice Aggregator (CCA) clients in 
California, focusing on regulatory and rate issues such as the state-mandated 
exit fee known as the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA). He also 
represents California CCAs as a member of the Cost Allocation Mechanism 
Procurement Review Groups for PG&E and Southern California Edison, which the 
California Public Utility Commission established to provide an independent 
review of the centralized procurement of local generation capacity 
requirements. 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE 
Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design, and Regulatory 
Analysis 
Mr. Dickman leads projects developing utility revenue requirements, preparing 
cost of service and rate design studies, and performing financial and regulatory 
analyses for electric utilities. Mr. Dickman previously held leadership positions 
at a multi-billion-dollar utility. He interfaced with state regulatory agencies in 
support of revenue requirements, cost recovery mechanisms, avoided costs, 
valuations of potential asset acquisitions and other commercial opportunities, 
and financial impacts of utility initiatives. Mr. Dickman now works with clients 
and stakeholders to prepare pro forma financial models to determine revenue 
sufficiency, evaluate the cost of service studies and rate design proposals, and 
support such proposals before local and state governing bodies. Mr. Dickman’s 
experience also includes evaluating the financial and rate impact of proposed 
mergers and acquisitions, acquisition and divestiture of utility assets, negotiated 
retail service contracts, changing business models, and stranded costs due to 
exiting load. A sample of Mr. Dickman’s utility clients includes the following: 

 Abu Dhabi Distribution
Company, UAE

 Central Coast Community
Energy, CA

 City and County of San
Francisco, CA

 Clean Power Alliance, CA

 Duke Energy, NC

 East Bay Community Energy, CA

 Hydro One, Ontario, Canada

 Liberty Utilities, CA

1
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Partner 
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Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design, and Regulatory Analysis (cont.) 

 Lubbock Power and Light, TX

 Minnesota Power, MN

 New York Power Authority, NY

 Portland General Electric, OR

 San Diego Community
Power, CA

 San Jose Clean Energy, CA

 Silicon Valley Clean Energy
Authority, CA

 Vermont Gas Systems, VT

Non-Utility Clients 

A sample of Mr. Dickman’s non-utility clients includes the following: 

 Blackstone Group, NY

 California Community Choice
Association, CA

 Facebook, CA

 Hemlock Semiconductor, MI

 Newmont Mining, NV

 SABIC Innovative Plastics, IN

 Tri-County Metropolitan
Transportation District, OR

 Vistra Energy, TX

Expert Witness and Litigation Support 
Mr. Dickman provides comprehensive expert witness testimony related to utility revenue requirements, cost of 
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. 

Revenue Requirement | Cost Allocation | Rate Design 

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. 

Power Supply Costs | Stranded Costs | Rate Adjustment Mechanisms 

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. 

Avoided Costs | Resource Valuation 

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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Partner 
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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 
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Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman 

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

1. PG&E
SCE
SDG&E

A.23-05-012
A.23-07-012
A.23-06-001
A.23-05-013

Expert testimony addressing 
definition of fixed generation 
costs and recovery from bundled 
and unbundled customers 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association, San 
Diego Community Power, 
Clean Energy Alliance 

2024 

2. PG&E A.24-05-009 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2024 

3. SCE A.24-05-007 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2024 

4. PG&E A.24-03-018 Expert testimony evaluating 
allocation of generation benefits 
during period of extended 
operations at Diablo Canyon 
Nuclear Power Plant 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2024 

5. SCE A.23-06-001 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2023 

6. PG&E A.22-09-018 Expert testimony evaluating 
customer benefits of a proposal 
to transfer generation assets to a 
newly created regulated utility 
subsidiary 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2023 

7. PG&E R.23-01-007 Expert testimony proposing new 
rate design and allocation of 
generation benefits during period 
of extended operations at Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2023 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

8. Joint IOUs R.22-07-005 Expert testimony addressing 
inclusion of stranded costs in 
newly proposed income 
graduated fixed charges for 
residential customers 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2023 

9. SCE A.12-01-008 
A.12-04-020 
A.14-01-007 

Declaration supporting response 
to petition for modification of 
D.15-01-051, addressing changes 
to optional green tariff program 
rates 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Clean Power Alliance, 
California Choice Energy 
Authority 

2022 

10. SCE A.22-05-014 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Clean Power Alliance, 
California Choice Energy 
Authority, and Central 
Coast Community Energy 

2022 

11. PG&E, SCE, SDG&E A.20-02-009 
A.20-04-002 
A.20-06-001 
(Consolidated) 

Expert testimony evaluating the 
unrealized sales volumes and 
revenue due to Public Safety 
Power Shutoff events 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

CCA Parties (9 individual 
CCAs)  

2022 

12. San Diego Gas & 
Electric 

A.21-09-001 Expert testimony responding to 
proposed residential 
electrification tariff  

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

San Diego Community 
Power and Clean Energy 
Alliance 

2022 

13. San Diego Gas & 
Electric 

R.20-05-003  Declaration supporting motion for 
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 

14. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

15. 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 

16. 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 

17. 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 

18. 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 

19. 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 

20. 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 

21. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

22. 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 

23. 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 

24. 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 

25. 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 

26. 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 

27. 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 

28. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

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

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2015 

30. 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 

31. 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 

32. 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 

33. 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 

34. 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 

35. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

36. 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 

37. 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 

38. 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 

39. 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 

40. 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 

41. 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 

42. 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 
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43. 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 

44. 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 

45. 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 

46. 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 

47. 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 

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

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2010 

49. 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 

50. 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 
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51. 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 

52. 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 

53. 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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Southern California Edison 
R.25-02-005  – OIR to Consider ERRA and PCIA Rules and Processes

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

To: CalCCA 
Prepared by: Roxanne Poon 

Job Title: Advisor 
Received Date: 3/21/2025 

Response Date: 3/28/2025 

Question 2.5:  
Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at page 5: For the year 2024, what percentage of SCE’s System RA and Flexible RA obligation 
was met with PCIA resources, by month? 

Response to Question 2.5:   

See the tables below for the percentages by month in 2024.   

IPCIA Retal 111e,d 
INon-PC1IAll~t.alned 34.05% 35.ooqt, 36.:m i, M.81l 30.08% 30.20 .29.32'16 27.55% 30.GMI, 29.05% 37.0!W, 36.98'1!, 

Tot ii 10CLIIIHli 1111UC!No 100.00'1!, 1011.G:ll'r. 100 .. 00'11, .100.,00!!Jli 1·00.00qc,, 100.IIO!fli 100.0llN. 1CJCJ,_00 '1!, 1011.IUJ,,-. 100.00'11, 

Fl~ Rotai ne-d R:A 
1111202,4 2~ 1)24 i /311202-t 4,l,l{li/21)24 5'13112024 $no/21)2.( 71'31120124 8131121)2.( 9130/1024 10/31/2024 11f30 /2(124 12/31/21)24 

IPCLA R tll nc-d 78.1411b 7-0.07'16 n .n llb 79.0l~ 76.76116 74,00,~ 74.73116 7.3,76~ 72.77116 13,731/t 80.35% 90~ 
No111-PCO\ lle'!.1ln _ d 2Ul61lb 29.93'16 22.2311b 2Q.99'lq, 2'3.24116 25.94~ 2:,!i.27116 26.24~ 27.23116 26.2'~ 19.65% 9.11N 

Toti 1(1(1_,00IM, 10B.(l(lqc,, j,(1(1_00111! 100.ooqc,, 10(1.1)0% 1110.00N. 100i.00'11, 100.00N. 1001.00M, 100.0{JN. 100..011.i:. 100.00~ 

YTD 
67.{mlo 
32.13','; 

1011.00-

75.64116 
24.$6116 

l OOi.00'11, 1 
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ERRA/PCIA Reform (R.25-02-005) Data Request   
California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) 

CalCCA-SDGE-DR-002 
DATE RECEIVED:  March 21, 2025 

DATE DUE:  March 28, 2025 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

6 

CalCCA to SDG&E 2.05. Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at page 
5: For the year 2024, what percentage of SDG&E’s System 
RA and Flexible RA obligation was met with PCIA 
resources, by month? 

SDG&E Response to Q5: 

Please see the estimated percentages below.  These are estimates based on the average monthly 
capacity of each resource. 

Month 2024 Estimated Percent of 
System RA 
Compliance 
Requirements met 
with PCIA Resources 

Estimated Percent of 
Flex RA Compliance 
Requirements met 
with PCIA Resources 

January 100% 59% 
February 100% 60% 
March 100% 56% 
April 100% 51% 
May 100% 52% 
June 75% 44% 
July 95% 47% 
August 90% 54% 
September 61% 61% 
October 100% 92% 
November 100% 65% 
December 100% 68% 

2



ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-Q005CONF    Page 1 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
ERRA and PCIA Policies – Update and Reform OIR 

Rulemaking 25-02-005 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_002-Q005 
PG&E File Name: ERRAandPCIA-Policies-UpdateReformOIR_DR_CalCCA_002-

Q005CONF     
Request Date: March 21, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Tim Lindl 
Date Sent: March 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Mike Perry – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 005 

Referring to the Joint IOU OIR Opening Comments at page 5:  For the year 2024, what 
percentage of PG&E’s System RA and Flexible RA obligation was met with PCIA 
resources, by month? 

ANSWER 005 

This file is CONFIDENTIAL and is being provided pursuant to a signed NDA 
between CalCCA and PG&E in this proceeding. 
PG&E clarifies that it does not maintain the information requested in the format 
requested by Question 5.  The tables below show the percentages of PG&E’s 2024 
monthly RA compliance obligations that were met by PCIA-eligible resources.  PG&E 
notes that its month-ahead RA compliance obligations are subject to both the 
Commission’s and CAISO’s RA program rules and requirements.  As part of those 
requirements, resources claimed for RA in a month-ahead filing must be substituted for 
by PG&E, under the CAISO’s RA program rules, if the RA resource becomes 
unavailable (e.g., on outage) during the respective compliance month.  

The following table provides the total amount of PCIA-eligible resources, as a 
percentage, that were used to satisfy PG&E’s monthly Commission and CAISO RA 
compliance obligations: 

Month % of Total System 
RA Obligation 

01/01/24 

02/01/24 

03/01/24 

04/01/24 
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