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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY 1 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) presents this direct 2 

testimony in the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Recover in Customer 3 

Rates the Costs to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant from 4 

January 1 through December 31, 2026, and for Approval of Planned Expenditure of 2026 5 

Volumetric Performance Fees (Application). This testimony has been prepared on behalf 6 

of CalCCA by Carlo Bencomo-Jasso, Senior Manager, NewGen Strategies and Solutions, 7 

LLC. Mr. Bencomo-Jasso’s qualifications are set forth in Attachment A, attached hereto. 8 

CalCCA has a particular interest in the Diablo Canyon Power Plant’s (DCPP) 9 

extended operations because the costs of extended operations will be recovered from 10 

customers of all load-serving entities (LSE) subject to the California Public Utilities 11 

Commission’s (Commission) jurisdiction, including customers of community choice 12 

aggregators (CCA) that are members of CalCCA. This testimony focuses on the following 13 

issue in Commissioner Douglas’ July 2, 2025, Scoping Ruling:1 14 

4. Whether the Market Price Benchmark is the right method for calculating RA 15 

substitution capacity and true-up costs for DCPP or whether an alternative method 16 

is more appropriate. 17 

This testimony also addresses the following request made by the Commission in the 18 

Scoping Ruling:2 19 

Additionally, PG&E is instructed to clarify as part of supplemental testimony to be 20 

submitted by July 8, 2025, how its proposal to allocate DCPP’s RA capacity 21 

 
1  Application (A.) 25-03-015, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (2025 Scoping 
Ruling) at 3-4 (July 2, 2025). 
2  Id. at 4. 
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attributes among load-serving entities - by using a forecast of the monthly RA 1 

capacity amounts that are expected to be allocated to all benefiting load-serving 2 

entities through 2030 - complies with the methodology established by the 3 

Commission of allocating RA benefits to load-serving entities on the basis of 12-4 

coincident peak load share in each of PG&E’s annual DCPP Extended Operations 5 

Cost Forecast applications. 6 

Based on my review of PG&E’s Application, supporting workpapers, and responses to 7 

discovery, I make the following recommendations: 8 

• The Commission should require the use of the Resource Adequacy (RA) 9 

Market Price Benchmark (MPB) to value the transfer of any Power Charge 10 

Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) resources used to provide substitution 11 

capacity during DCPP scheduled outages. 12 

II. BACKGROUND ON DCPP RATEMAKING AND BENEFIT 13 
ALLOCATION DURING EXTENDED OPERATIONS 14 

In its Application, PG&E seeks approval of the net costs of DCPP extended 15 

operations from January 1, 2026, through December 31, 2026. Net costs are recovered from 16 

customers of all Commission-jurisdictional LSEs through the Diablo Canyon Non-17 

Bypassable Charge (DCNBC). Pursuant to the statutory framework established in SB 846,3 18 

certain costs and benefits of DCPP extended operations will be shared with customers of 19 

all LSEs, while other costs and benefits of DCPP extended operations will remain only 20 

with customers of LSEs in PG&E’s service territory. PG&E summarized its requested cost 21 

recovery for the 2026 forecast period in Table 10-3 of its prepared testimony, where it 22 

 
3  Senate Bill No. 846 (SB 846) (Dodd, Chapter 239, Statutes of 2022). 
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identified the costs to be recovered ‘Statewide’ and the ‘PG&E-Specific’ costs to be 1 

recovered from customers in PG&E’s service territory.4  2 

Calculation of the DCPP net costs begins with Operational Revenue Requirement 3 

(ORR), which includes operation and maintenance expense, annual project costs (i.e., 4 

ongoing plant expenditures that would be capitalized under continued plant operations), 5 

fuel costs, employee retention expense, and taxes. As authorized in Decision (D.) 23-12-6 

036,5 PG&E also includes in ORR the cost of RA substitution capacity it must provide as 7 

the DCPP operator during periods when the DCPP units are on planned outage in 8 

accordance with California Independent System Operator (CAISO) tariffs.6 ORR is a 9 

statewide cost recovered from all customers. SB 846 also entitles PG&E to recover certain 10 

fees in lieu of a rate-based return typically recovered on utility generating assets, and 11 

authorizes PG&E to establish a fund to cover the cost of replacement power during 12 

unanticipated plant outages. PG&E identifies these statutory fees as the Management Fee, 13 

the Volumetric Performance Fee, and Liquidated Damages.  14 

In D.23-12-036, the Commission authorized PG&E to true-up actual DCPP 15 

extended operations costs, net of CAISO Market Revenue, through the Diablo Canyon 16 

Extended Operation Balancing Account (DCEOBA). The process of setting rates to 17 

recover the costs of extended operations at DCPP involves two interrelated proceedings. 18 

Each year, PG&E seeks approval of DCPP’s projected net costs using a forecast of 19 

extended operations over the subsequent year, i.e., the instant proceeding. In this annual 20 

 
4  PG&E Testimony at 10-5, Table 10-3. 
5  Rulemaking (R.) 23-01-007, Decision (D.) 23-12-036, Decision Conditionally Approving 
Extended Operations at Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant Pursuant to Senate Bill 846 (Dec. 14, 
2023). 
6  Id. at 86-87. 
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application, PG&E also requests approval for the inclusion in rates of under- or over-1 

collections in the DCEOBA. The recovery of forecast costs combined with a rolling true-2 

up resembles the Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Forecast process, with the 3 

key difference being that amortizations of under/over-collections included in the annual 4 

DCPP filings will not exceed 115 percent of the forecasted costs.7  5 

The DCPP forecast proceedings also establish the allocation of benefits associated 6 

with DCPP’s extended operations consistent with D.23-12-036. In that Decision, the 7 

Commission adopted a process modeled after the Cost Allocation Mechanism (CAM) to 8 

allocate DCPP's RA capacity to LSEs responsible for paying the costs of extended 9 

operations. Like CAM, the allocation methodology set forth in D.23-12-036 ensures that 10 

all cost-responsible customers, regardless of their LSE, share the benefits of DCPP’s RA 11 

capacity during DCPP’s extended operations.  12 

PG&E further clarifies the RA benefits allocation methodology via supplemental 13 

testimony in the current proceeding. PG&E’s supplemental testimony provides an 14 

illustrative calculation of the expected 2026 DCPP RA capacity attribute allocation based 15 

on 12 coincident peak (CP) allocation factors derived from the California Energy 16 

Commission’s published 2025 load forecast.8  However, PG&E also explains that per 17 

D.23-12-036, the allocation of RA benefits will mirror the process used for CAM and that 18 

the Commission’s Energy Division will handle the allocation of RA benefits to Southern 19 

California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E), 20 

and among LSEs in the investor-owned utility (IOU) service territories.9 CalCCA does not 21 

 
7  PG&E Testimony at 8-5, line 24 through 8-6, line 11. 
8  PG&E Supplemental Testimony at 13, lines 23-32. 
9  Id. at 13, lines 1-8 and lines 23-27. 
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find issue with PG&E’s illustrative allocation, even though PG&E admits that Energy 1 

Division’s allocation of RA capacity attributes may differ from its own simplified 2 

illustrative allocation.10  CalCCA also does not find any issues with PG&E’s interpretation 3 

of Energy Division’s role in determining the allocation of DCPP RA benefits. 4 

III. PCIA RESOURCES USED TO PROVIDE SUBSTITUTION RA CAPACITY 5 
DURING DCPP SCHEDULED OUTAGES MUST BE VALUED AT THE RA 6 
MPB 7 

In the instant proceeding, the Commission seeks to address the issue of whether the 8 

RA MPB is the correct method for determining the value of resources used to provide RA 9 

during DCPP outages. In PG&E’s 2025 DCPP forecast application (A.24-03-018), PG&E 10 

calculated the amount of RA substitution capacity required during times when DCPP was 11 

expected to be offline due to planned outages or other curtailment events. PG&E multiplied 12 

this amount by the forecasted 2025 PCIA system RA MPB to arrive at the total forecasted 13 

substitution capacity cost for 2025.11 In its final decision for A.24-03-018 (D.24-12-033), 14 

the Commission found that the use of the PCIA benchmark was more transparent than other 15 

administratively set price benchmarks and aligned with other regulatory precedents, such 16 

as the ERRA proceedings.12 The Commission therefore ruled that the use of the RA MPB 17 

was a reasonable and consistent choice to value RA substitution costs in the 2025 DCPP 18 

forecast proceeding.13 19 

In the current application, PG&E continues to estimate RA substitution capacity 20 

costs by multiplying the amount of capacity that PG&E forecasted it would need in 2026 21 

 
10  Id. at 14, lines 12-18. 
11  A.24-03-018, PG&E 2025 DCPP Forecast Testimony at 4-4, lines 2-25. 
12  A.24-03-018, D.24-12-033, Decision on Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Revenue 
Requirement to Support Extended Operation of Diablo Canyon Power Plant and 2025 Volumetric 
Performance Fees Proposal at 32 (Dec. 19, 2024).  
13  Id.  
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during periods when DCPP would be offline or curtailed by the current (2025) PCIA 1 

system RA MPB, as consistent with D.24-12-033. 14  For 2026, PG&E calculated a 2 

forecasted RA substitution capacity cost of $161 million.15  Mirroring ERRA Forecast 3 

modeling practices, PG&E plans to true up the 2025 substitution capacity cost to reflect 4 

the final 2025 PCIA RA MPB and will update the DCPP RA substitution capacity cost 5 

forecast for 2026 in Fall 2026 using the forecast 2026 PCIA RA MPB.16 Since PG&E filed 6 

the Application in March, 2025, the Commission issued D.25-06-049 in R.25-02-005, 7 

modifying the RA MPB to combine the system, local, and flex RA MPBs.17. Despite this 8 

change, the merits of using the RA MPB (including the combined RA MPB) for forecasting 9 

substitution capacity costs, as discussed below, still applies. 10 

In A.24-03-018, CalCCA opposed the application of administratively set price 11 

benchmarks proposed by other parties and argued for the application of the RA MPB to 12 

calculate the cost of RA substitution capacity for DCPP during scheduled outages.18 In 13 

particular, The Utility Reform Network (TURN) argued that the Commission should reject 14 

the use of the MPBs and “instead rely on either PG&E’s own internal monthly forward RA 15 

price curves or the average cost of system RA capacity in PG&E’s own portfolio that would 16 

be used to provide substitution during the outage periods.”19 TURN’s opposition was based 17 

on the belief that applying the RA MPB, which is an average annual price, to DCPP outage 18 

months would result in a large overcollection compared to real-world costs since the RA 19 

 
14  PG&E Testimony at 3-4, lines 2-25. 
15  Id. at 3-5, Table 3-1. 
16  Id. at 3-4, lines 20-24. 
17  R.25-02-005, D.25-06-049, Decision Adopting Changes to The Calculation of The Resource 
Adequacy Market Price Benchmark at 34-35, Ordering Paragraph 1 (June 26, 2025). 
18  A.24-03-018, CalCCA Reply Comments on Fall Update at 5.  
19  A.24-03-018, TURN Opening Comments on Fall Update at 2. 
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MPB is sensitive to peak summer pricing for RA and not reflective of the timing of DCPP 1 

outages.20 2 

Consistent with reply comments in A.24-03-018, CalCCA continues to maintain 3 

that not valuing the transfer of capacity from the PCIA portfolio at the RA MPB would 4 

unfairly deny the full value of PCIA resources to customers paying for the PCIA. 5 

Additionally, not valuing the substitution capacity at the RA MPB would violate the 6 

prohibition on cost shifting established by the Public Utilities Code.21 The PCIA is based 7 

on a comparison of the total net costs of the PCIA portfolio to the total value of the PCIA 8 

portfolio. The total value of the PCIA portfolio is based on the Energy value, RPS value, 9 

and RA value of the portfolio, with each of these value components being based on an 10 

administrative proxy for market value, or MPB. The RA MPB used to value the RA or 11 

capacity value of the PCIA portfolio reflects the estimated market value of each unit of 12 

capacity in the IOU’s portfolio that can be used to satisfy RA obligations.22 The proper 13 

valuation of the RA attributes, as well as the Energy and RPS attributes, of the PCIA 14 

portfolio is critical to ensuring that both departed and bundled customers pay for their fair 15 

share of an IOU’s generation portfolio and that costs are not shifted between departed and 16 

bundled customers due to departed customers leaving IOU generation service. 17 

For purposes of the PCIA, the value of RA capacity provided by PCIA-eligible 18 

resources is currently derived by applying the annual average RA MPB to an annual 19 

average quantity of RA capacity. In effect, higher RA prices in one month (and lower RA 20 

prices in another month) are spread across the resource capacity in all months. If one month 21 

 
20  Id. at 1. 
21  Cal. Pub. Util. Code §§ 365.2, 366.2. 
22  R.17-06-026, D.19-10-001, Decision Refining The Method to Develop and True Up Market Price 
Benchmarks at 7 (Oct. 10, 2019). 



 8 

of capacity is removed from the PCIA portfolio but the annual average RA MPB is used to 1 

determine the value of the remaining PCIA resource capacity, the value of PG&E’s 2 

capacity portfolio during the forecast year will likely be understated. 3 

The use of the RA MPB to value the transfer of PCIA resources used for RA 4 

substitution capacity during DCPP scheduled outages is the only way to maintain the 5 

integrity of the accounting between the PCIA’s balancing account, the Portfolio Allocation 6 

Balancing Account (PABA), and the DCEOBA. This is true regardless of the perceived 7 

mismatch between summer RA pricing impacting the RA MPB and the timing of DCPP 8 

outages as discussed by TURN in A.24-03-018. To ensure that the use of RA substitution 9 

capacity for DCPP from PCIA resources is accurately accounted for, the PABA must be 10 

credited for the value of this substitution RA capacity, while an offsetting debit must be 11 

made in the DECOBA for the same capacity value.  12 

Similar accounting treatment is used for CAM accounting, where the CAM is 13 

charged and the PCIA is credited, at the RA MPB, for any PCIA resources used to meet 14 

excess reliability requirements. The only way to ensure that the substitution capacity value 15 

transferred from the PABA to the DCEOBA is properly accounted for in the PCIA is to 16 

value the capacity using the same measure used to value RA in the PABA, the RA MPB. 17 

Using any other method to value substitution RA capacity derived from PCIA resources 18 

other than the RA MPB would disrupt the accounting of the PABA and potentially lead to 19 

a valuation mismatch for the substitution RA capacity between the PCIA and the 20 

DCEOBA. 21 

As mentioned above, the Commission has already approved the use of the system 22 

RA MPB to value the RA substitution costs for DCPP planned outages in the previous 23 
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DCPP forecast application via D.24-12-033.23 D.25-06-049 then combined the system RA 1 

MPB with local and flex RA MPBs to form a combined RA MPB, which should replace 2 

the system RA MPB for calculating substitution capacity costs. The continued use of the 3 

RA MPB ensures fair cost allocation for customers, proper PCIA accounting, and 4 

consistency with D.24-12-033, regardless of recent updates to the RA MPB, compared to 5 

other administratively set price benchmarks. Therefore, the Commission should approve 6 

the use of the RA MPB to value the cost of RA substitution for DCPP planned outages in 7 

the current application. 8 

 9 

This concludes my testimony.10 

 
23  D.24-12-033 at 32.  
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§ Conduct analysis and research of the feasibility 
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