
Docket No.: Application 25-02-013 

Exhibit No.:   

Date:       September 15, 2025   

Witness:   Brian Dickman 

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF BRIAN DICKMAN  
ON BEHALF OF 

THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION 
IN PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S 
2024 ERRA COMPLIANCE PROCEEDING 

PUBLIC VERSION 
 



 i 

Table of Contents 

I.	 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY ...................................................... 1	
II.	 BACKGROUND ON THE PCIA AND PABA ....................................................................... 3	
A.	 Background on the PCIA .................................................................................................... 3	
B.	 Calculation of the PCIA revenue requirement .................................................................... 4	
C.	 Customer vintaging and allocation ..................................................................................... 7	
D.	 ERRA Compliance Cases ................................................................................................... 7	

III.	 PG&E SHOULD CORRECT THE RETAINED RA CREDIT TO PABA TO INCLUDE 
THE VALUE OF ALL CAPACITY WITHHELD FROM THE MARKET FOR ITS OWN 
USE ........................................................................................................................................ 8	

A.	 Operational Constraints and Portfolio Reserves, as defined in PG&E’s BPP, are Retained 
RA ....................................................................................................................................... 9	

B.	 The Operational Constraints used to determine Retained RA in the PABA are 
inconsistent with the Operational Constraints approved by the Commission and specified 
in PG&E’s BPP. ................................................................................................................ 13	

C.	 PG&E should correct its Retained RA accounting for 2024 to match the Operational 
Constraints held back in its RA solicitations. ................................................................... 16	

IV.	PG&E SHOULD FILE SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY DEMONSTRATING 
CUSTOMER VINTAGING ASSIGNMENTS ARE CORRECT ....................................... 17	

A.	 PG&E’s internal audit raised concerns over customer vintaging assignments. ................ 17	
B.	 PG&E should file supplemental testimony once the analysis of the customer vintaging 

issue has been completed. ................................................................................................. 19	
V.	 PG&E DID NOT CREDIT PABA FOR EXCESS RA USED TO MEET ITS SYSTEM 

RELIABILITY INCREMENTAL PROCUREMENT TARGET IN OCTOBER 2024 ...... 20	
 

 
Attachments 

 
Attachment A: Curriculum Vitae of Brian Dickman 
Attachment B: PG&E Responses to CalCCA Data Requests 
 
 



1 
 

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 (PG&E) for 3 

Compliance Review of Utility Owned Generation Operations, Portfolio Allocation 4 

Balancing Account (PABA) Entries, Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Entries, 5 

Contract Administration, Economic Dispatch of Electric Resources, Utility Owned 6 

Generation Fuel Procurement, and Other Activities for the Record Period January 1 7 

Through December 31, 2024 (Application). This testimony has been prepared on behalf 8 

of CalCCA by Brian Dickman, Partner, NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC. Mr. 9 

Dickman’s qualifications are set forth in Attachment A. 10 

CalCCA has a particular interest in the PABA, which is charged to CalCCA 11 

members’ customers through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) rates. 12 

This testimony presents CalCCA’s recommendations on issues falling within scope of the 13 

following items from the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling in this 14 

case:1 15 

1. Whether PG&E, during the record period, prudently administered and 16 

managed the following, in compliance with all applicable rules, regulations 17 

and Commission decisions, including but not limited to Standard of Conduct 18 

No. 4 (SOC 4): 19 

A. Utility-Owned Generation (UOG) Facilities, including for the 2023 20 

Belden and Caribou 1 Powerhouse outages and two 2023 Diablo 21 

Canyon Power Plant maintenance outages;  22 

B. Qualifying Facilities (QF) Contracts; and 23 

C. Non-QF Contracts. 24 

 
1  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, Application (A.) 25-02-013 (May 2, 2025) 
(Scoping Ruling), at 2-3. 
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If not, what adjustments, if any, should be made to account for imprudently 1 

managed or administered resources? 2 

3. Whether the entries recorded in the ERRA and PABA are reasonable, 3 

appropriate, accurate, and in compliance with Commission decisions;  4 

5. Whether PG&E administered Resource Adequacy (RA) procurement and sales 5 

consistent with its Bundled Procurement Plan (BPP), including whether 6 

PG&E made reasonable attempts to sell excess RA consistent with its BPP. 7 

Based on my review of PG&E’s Application, supporting workpapers, and 8 

responses to discovery, I make the following findings and recommendations: 9 

• Error Related to 2024 Retained RA in the PABA: The Operational 10 

Constraints PG&E recognized as Retained RA in the PABA are inconsistent 11 

with the Operational Constraints approved by the Commission and specified in 12 

PG&E’s BPP. PG&E should recategorize RA capacity related to the approved 13 

Operational Constraints by reducing Unsold RA and increasing Retained RA. 14 

• Error Related to Customer Vintaging: PG&E should be required to file 15 

supplemental testimony in this proceeding detailing how its programming logic 16 

used for assigning customer vintages complies with the requirements of 17 

Decision (D.) 16-09-044 2  for all community choice aggregator (CCA) 18 

customers and detailing the extent and impact of an issue identified for 19 

customers moving to a new address after opting out of and then back into CCA 20 

service. 21 

• Error Related to PABA Entries Associated with Transfer of Excess RA: 22 

PG&E disclosed that it did not credit PABA for the value of the excess RA used 23 

 
2  D.16-09-044, Decision Resolving Vintaging Methodology for Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment for Community Choice Aggregation Customers, A.14-05-024 (Sept. 29, 2016). 
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to meet its incremental system reliability procurement targets in October 2024. 1 

Through discovery PG&E confirmed that it made a correction in April 2025 by 2 

crediting the PABA for the value of the October excess RA, plus the associated 3 

interest. The Commission should approve this correction to PG&E’s record 4 

year accounting entries. 5 

II. BACKGROUND ON THE PCIA AND PABA 6 

A. Background on the PCIA  7 

CCA customers receive generation services from their local CCA, and receive 8 

transmission, distribution, billing, and other services from the incumbent for-profit utility. 9 

CCA customers pay CCA-specific generation rates. CCA rates vary and are partially 10 

influenced by local mandates to procure and maintain clean electricity portfolios that, in 11 

many cases, exceed state requirements for renewable generation. In addition, CCA and 12 

other unbundled customers are subject to several non-bypassable charges (NBC), including 13 

the PCIA and the Cost Allocation Method (CAM) surcharge. 14 

The Commission has an obligation to ensure “indifference,” meaning when 15 

customers of investor-owned utilities (IOUs) depart from bundled service and receive their 16 

electricity from a non-IOU provider, such as a CCA, “those customers remain responsible 17 

for costs previously incurred on their behalf by the IOUs — but only those costs.”3 The 18 

PCIA is the tool the Commission adopted “intend[ing] to equalize cost sharing” between 19 

these two groups of customers.4 20 

 
3  Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner, Rulemaking (R.) 17-06-026 (Sept. 25, 
2017), at 2; see also D.18-10-019, Decision Modifying the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Methodology, R.17-06-026 (Oct. 11, 2018), at 3. 
4  See D.18-10-019, at 3. 
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B. Calculation of the PCIA revenue requirement 1 

The PCIA revenue requirement is also known as the Indifference Amount. The 2 

Indifference Amount is the difference between the cost of the IOU’s supply portfolio and 3 

the market value of the IOU’s supply portfolio as demonstrated in Figure 1: 4 

FIGURE 1 5 

 6 

Utility Portfolio Costs include:  7 

(i) the cost for UOG (i.e., the capital investment recovery and fixed 8 

maintenance costs the Commission sets in a General Rate Case (GRC)); 9 

(ii) purchased power such as that from power purchase agreements (PPA);  10 

(iii) fuel costs for UOG and PPAs with tolling agreements; and  11 

(iv) California Independent System Operator (CAISO) grid charges and 12 

revenues, net of any sales.5 13 

Portfolio Market Value (PMV) is derived from total eligible resource output 14 

multiplied by the Market Price Benchmarks (MPB), an administratively determined set of 15 

proxy values that are intended to estimate the market value of the IOU’s resource portfolio.6 16 

PMV consists of three principal components: Energy Value, Renewables Portfolio 17 

Standard (RPS) Value, and RA Value: 18 

 
5  D.11-12-018, Decision Adopting Direct Access Reforms, R.07-05-025 (Dec. 1, 2011), at 8-9. 
6  D.19-10-001, Decision Refining the Method to Develop and True Up Markey Price Benchmarks, 
R.17-06-026 (Oct. 10, 2019), at 6 (“Market Value is the estimated financial value, measured in dollars, that 
is attributed to a utility portfolio of energy resources for the purpose of calculating the Power Charge 
Indifference Adjustment for a given year.”). 
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• Energy Value is the financial value, measured in dollars, that is attributed to the 1 
generation component of a utility portfolio for a given year;7 2 

 3 
• RPS Value is the financial value, measured in dollars, that is attributed to the 4 
renewable energy component of a utility portfolio for a given year above and 5 
beyond the Energy Value;8 and 6 

 7 
• RA Value is the financial value, measured in dollars, that is attributed to the RA 8 
component of a utility portfolio for a given year.9 9 

 10 
 MPBs are estimates of the value per unit (not total portfolio value) associated with 11 

the three principal sources of value in utility portfolios (non-RPS energy, RPS, and RA 12 

capacity).10 Each MPB must be multiplied by the relevant portfolio volume as part of the 13 

overall calculation of Portfolio Market Value:11 14 

• Energy Index is the MPB that reflects the estimated market value of each unit 15 
of energy in a utility portfolio, in dollar value per megawatt hour ($/MWh). It 16 
is sometimes referred to as “Brown Power Index,” “Brown Power component,” 17 
“Brown Power Adder,” or “Brown Power benchmark”;12 18 

 19 
• RPS Adder is the MPB that reflects the estimated incremental value of each unit 20 
of RPS-eligible energy in $/MWh;13  21 

 22 
• RA Adder is the MPB that reflects the estimated value of each unit of capacity 23 
in a utility portfolio that can be used to satisfy RA obligations, in dollar value 24 
per kilowatt ($/kW-month).  25 

PCIA revenue requirement is initially estimated in each utility’s annual ERRA 26 

Forecast case using forecasted Utility Portfolio Costs and forecasted Portfolio Market 27 

Value. The forecast Portfolio Market Value calculation is shown in Figure 2 below: 28 

 
7  Ibid. 
8  Ibid. 
9  Ibid. 
10  Ibid. 
11  Ibid. 
12  Id., at 7. 
13  Ibid. 
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FIGURE 2 1 

 2 

The forward-looking, forecasted ingredients of total portfolio cost and value are netted to 3 

produce the Indifference Amount portion of the PCIA revenue requirement. 4 

After the conclusion of each year, each utility files an annual ERRA Compliance 5 

case to seek approval of the Indifference Amount “true up” recorded to the PABA. This 6 

“true up” modifies the forecasted PCIA revenue requirement from the prior year to reflect, 7 

among other things, actual revenues received for products sold from the portfolio and to 8 

reflect a zero-dollar value for products left unsold from the portfolio. The revenue 9 

requirement modification also updates the proxy market values for products the utilities 10 

used to serve bundled customers, changing the forecast energy, RPS, and RA MPBs to 11 

final energy, RPS, and RA MPBs. This “true-up” relies on the same methodology used for 12 

the forecast and determines the final portfolio value, as shown in Figure 3 below: 13 

FIGURE 3 14 

 15 

Prior to D.18-10-019, the PCIA rate was set only on a forecast basis with no after-the-fact 16 

adjustment to the forecasted PCIA revenue requirement for unbundled customers. Decision 17 

18-10-019 approved such an adjustment via the PABA, a rolling balancing account tracking 18 

the difference between costs and revenues used to determine the forecasted PCIA revenue 19 
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requirement and the actual costs and revenues PG&E realizes during the year related to its 1 

PCIA-eligible resource portfolio. 2 

C. Customer vintaging and allocation 3 

Each PCIA-eligible generation resource and customer is assigned a “vintage.” A 4 

distinct portfolio of generation resources is identified for each vintage year based on when 5 

a commitment to procure each resource was made. Customers are assigned to vintage years 6 

according to the date the customer departed bundled IOU service.14 Customers continuing 7 

to receive bundled service from the IOU are included in the latest vintage. Each vintage is 8 

assigned a separate PCIA revenue requirement15 and customers are responsible for the 9 

cumulative PCIA revenue requirement for years prior to and including their vintage. The 10 

PCIA revenue requirement is allocated among both bundled and unbundled customers based 11 

on their vintage16 and their rate class using the allocation factors from the most recently 12 

approved GRC.17 13 

D. ERRA Compliance Cases 14 

In the ERRA Compliance case, the Commission considers the accounting entries 15 

PG&E made to its various procurement-related balancing accounts (including the PABA) 16 

in the prior year (i.e., in this case, in 2024), to ensure those entries comply with 17 

Commission rules and decisions. This backward-looking review is an important step in the 18 

ERRA process because it serves to ensure that the utility’s accounting entries, and 19 

consequently, its rates, indeed achieved indifference consistent with the objective of the 20 

 
14  Unlike portfolio resources, customers are assigned to vintages using a July to June calendar period. 
For example, customers departing bundled service between July 2019 and June 2020 are assigned to the 
2019 vintage. 
15  D.11-12-018, at 9.  
16  Ibid. 
17  D.18-10-019, at 122 and Ordering Paragraph (OP) 4. 
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PCIA framework. To the extent PG&E’s calculation of its PCIA revenue requirement, or 1 

allocation of that revenue requirement to vintages and rate classes, or other entries, did not 2 

comply with Commission decisions, the Commission must direct corrections through its 3 

Order in the ERRA Compliance case to ensure customers are not harmed.  4 

Below, I discuss certain issues in PG&E’s Application related to its entries to the 5 

PABA for record year 2024, as well as customer vintaging. 6 

III. PG&E SHOULD CORRECT THE RETAINED RA CREDIT TO PABA TO 7 
INCLUDE THE VALUE OF ALL CAPACITY WITHHELD FROM THE 8 
MARKET FOR ITS OWN USE 9 

RA Value provided by PCIA-eligible resources is an important offset to costs 10 

recorded to the PABA during the record year. The Commission established a methodology 11 

for calculating RA Value in D.19-10-001, based on the inputs for price and quantity terms 12 

listed in the table below:18 13 

 14 

As shown in the table above, PG&E is required to record the value of RA in three 15 

categories: 16 

 
18  D.19-10-001, Attachment B, Table IV. 
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1. Actual Retained RA: RA used for compliance and retained for IOU use, 1 

valued using the RA Adder MPB; 2 

2. Actual Sold RA: RA sold to third parties, valued at the actual transacted 3 

prices; and 4 

3. Actual Unsold RA: RA offered for sale but not sold or used by the IOU, 5 

valued at $0.  6 

Because PG&E’s Retained RA, Sold RA, and Unsold RA directly contribute to 7 

PCIA portfolio value, accurate accounting is essential to avoid unjust and unnecessary 8 

impacts to customers. For example, understating the amount of Retained RA can result in 9 

higher quantities of Unsold RA and increase the above-market costs that will be recovered 10 

from customers through PCIA rates. Consistent with D.19-10-001, any RA that PG&E 11 

withheld from the market and used for PG&E’s own purposes should be valued as Retained 12 

RA and accounted for as such in the PABA.  13 

A. Operational Constraints and Portfolio Reserves, as Defined in PG&E’s BPP, 14 
are Retained RA 15 

According to PG&E, the utility endeavors to sell all excess RA capacity to the 16 

extent it is available.19 Appendix S of PG&E’s BPP details that the System RA capacity 17 

offered for sale in each RA solicitation  18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

 
19  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.06. 
20  See PG&E’s Bundled Procurement Plan, Appendix S, Section B.3.b.1.a. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

PG&E creates a projected RA position at the time it holds each solicitation in order 5 

to determine the quantity of RA available for sale at that point in time. As part of the Joint 6 

CCA Master Data Request included with PG&E’s filing in this case, PG&E provided 7 

CalCCA the RA positions it prepared for each solicitation in which it offered to sell RA 8 

with delivery during 2024.21 Table 1 below summarizes each of these System RA position 9 

reports, showing the available RA capacity, RA requirements, and other adjustments that 10 

reduce the capacity offered for sale pursuant to PG&E’s BPP. 11 

 
21  PG&E response to Joint CCA Master Data Request 1.08, attachment 2. 
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22  PG&E explains that Operational 1 

Constraints is defined as  2 

 3 

23 Since the capacity held back 4 

for Portfolio Reserves and Operational Constraints is not offered for sale to the market,24 5 

it cannot be considered Sold RA or Unsold RA; rather, consistent with D.19-10-001 this 6 

capacity must be valued as Retained RA in the PABA. 7 

Based on PG&E’s responses to discovery, it appears PG&E agrees that capacity 8 

held back for Portfolio Reserves and Operational Constraints should be valued as Retained 9 

RA in the PABA. When asked in discovery whether PG&E recorded the Portfolio Reserves 10 

and Operational Constraints RA capacity as Retained, Sold, or Unsold RA, PG&E 11 

responded that both were recorded to PABA as Retained RA as calculated in its 2024 RA 12 

Tracker workpaper. PG&E explained that its RA Tracker, the file used to calculate and 13 

record the value of Retained RA, includes the Portfolio Reserves as an increase to the RA 14 

Compliance requirement used to determine the amount of Retained RA in 2024.25 PG&E 15 

further explained that Operational Constraints are shown in the RA Tracker as a “derate” 16 

that reduces available RA capacity in the RA Tracker, and the derate quantity is also 17 

counted as Retained RA in 2024.26 However, as I explain below, the derate quantity in the 18 

RA Tracker does not match the amount of RA capacity held back as Operational 19 

Constraints in PG&E’s RA solicitations. As a result, PG&E’s recorded Retained RA value 20 

 
22  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.16. 
23  Ibid. 
24  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.17. 
25  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.19. 
26  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.18. 
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C. PG&E Should Correct its Retained RA Accounting for 2024 to Match 1 
the Operational Constraints Held Back in its RA solicitations 2 

PG&E should have calculated Retained RA in its 2024 RA Tracker using the 3 

Operational Constraints that were approved by the Commission and held back from the 4 

market in PG&E’s RA solicitations. To correct the 2024 PABA accounting, PG&E should 5 

increase Retained RA and reduce Unsold RA for the months when the recorded Operational 6 

Constraints were less than the approved Operational Constraints (and vice versa). 7 

However, the monthly adjustments will be limited by the amount of Unsold RA remaining 8 

in each month.29 Table 5 below shows the adjustment required each month to recategorized 9 

RA capacity from Unsold RA to Retained RA to reflect additional Operational Constraints.  10 

Table 5: Recategorized RA by Month 11 

12 

While Operational Constraints used to determine Retained RA should be equal to the 13 

Operational Constraints approved in the BPP and held back in the RA solicitations, 14 

 
29  The quantity of Unsold RA remaining each month is affected by other moving pieces in the RA 
calculation such as actual available capacity from resources, actual outages, etc.  
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CalCCA’s recommended adjustment accounts for the fact PG&E should also not have a 1 

negative Unsold RA amount in any month. CalCCA’s recommended adjustment increases 2 

Retained RA by  which has a total value of  based on the 3 

System RA Adder of  Like other Retained RA, the recategorized RA 4 

value should be credited to the PABA with an offsetting debit to the ERRA, plus the 5 

associated prior period interest. 6 

IV. PG&E SHOULD FILE SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY DEMONSTRATING 7 
CUSTOMER VINTAGING ASSIGNMENTS ARE CORRECT 8 

A. PG&E’s Internal Audit Raised Concerns Over Customer Vintaging 9 
Assignments 10 

In the record year 2024, PG&E finalized an internal audit of its PCIA customer 11 

vintaging, which reviewed PG&E’s processes and controls over assigning customers into 12 

vintages for the purpose of assessing PCIA charges.30 The audit had two main findings 13 

with recommended corrective actions: (1) PG&E should improve its documentation to 14 

support customer vintage assignments and (2) PG&E should assign ownership over the 15 

programming logic used in its billing system to assign vintages and track unique vintages 16 

for customers as needed. During the audit, PG&E was unable to locate documentation to 17 

support the accuracy of the vintaging assignments for 3 percent of the 200 sampled 18 

customers.31  In some instances, the internal audit had to review CCA implementation 19 

plans, news articles, and CCA websites to determine the reasonableness of vintages in the 20 

sample.32 The PG&E internal audit also raised the possibility of incorrect programming 21 

logic that did not track unique vintages for certain customers as required by D.16-09-044. 22 

 
30  PG&E Prepared Testimony, at 12-26, line 18 through page 12-27, line 16. 
31  Id., at 12-27, Footnote 57; see also PG&E response to CalCCA data request 3.06. 
32  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.29. 
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In response to the audit, PG&E assigned responsibility for documenting CCA 1 

vintage assignment to its Community Vitality team and established a process to preserve 2 

correspondence and information from CCAs supporting vintage assignment.33 PG&E also 3 

assigned its Revenue Controls & Policy team to ensure the billing system programming 4 

logic, which determines customer vintages, is aligned with the requirements of D.16-09-5 

044.34 Through discovery, PG&E acknowledged there is an issue with the programming 6 

logic for assigning vintages to a certain set of customers.35 7 

According to D.16-09-044, there are three different methods to assign vintages 8 

based on when the customer joined a CCA: (1) initially, a customer is assigned a vintage 9 

according to the default vintage of the CCA service territory, which is based on the date 10 

the territory was phased into CCA service;36 (2) if a customer moves from one CCA 11 

territory to another CCA territory that has a different vintage, the customer’s vintage is 12 

updated to match the default vintage of that new CCA territory;37 and (3) customers who 13 

affirmatively opt out of CCA service and then opt back into CCA service at a later time are 14 

to be assigned an individual vintage associated with the date they depart from bundled 15 

service and not the default vintage of the CCA territory.38 16 

PG&E states that its current vintaging logic is consistent with D.16-09-044 for the 17 

first two groups of customers: the (1) initial vintage assignment and (2) for customers that 18 

move from one CCA service territory to another CCA service territory. Specifically, a 19 

customer is assigned the default vintage of the CCA territory, and the customer’s vintage 20 

 
33  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.31 and 3.07. 
34  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.32. 
35  PG&E supplemental response to CalCCA data request 1.30. 
36  D.16-09-044, at 14-15. 
37  Id., at 15. 
38  Id., at 15 and OP 5. 
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is updated to the new CCA territory default vintage if the customer moves.39 The flaw 1 

within PG&E’s current programming logic—which PG&E acknowledges—arises with the 2 

third group of customers: when a CCA customer affirmatively opts out of CCA service, 3 

then opts back into CCA service at a later date, and subsequently moves to a new address 4 

within CCA territory. PG&E’s current programming logic resets a customer’s vintage to 5 

the default vintage of the CCA territory each time a CCA customer moves to a new 6 

address.40 However, per the logic set forth in D.16-09-044, customers who have opted back 7 

into CCA service should be assigned the vintage associated with the date they departed 8 

bundled service, and they should not be re-assigned the default vintage of the CCA when 9 

they relocate to another address in CCA territory. Consequently, under PG&E’s existing 10 

logic, certain customers are being incorrectly vintaged, which means those customers have 11 

been incorrectly billed. 12 

B. PG&E Should File Supplemental Testimony Once the Analysis of the 13 
Customer Vintaging Issue Has Been Completed 14 

In discovery, PG&E indicated that it is still working to determine the number of 15 

customers moving within a CCA that have been incorrectly vintaged as well as the 16 

estimated cost and schedule to update the programming logic. PG&E expects to finalize 17 

this determination by the end of Q4 2025.41 18 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission require PG&E to file supplemental 19 

testimony in this proceeding detailing how its programming logic used for assigning 20 

customer vintages complies with the requirements of D.16-09-044 for all CCA customers 21 

and detailing the extent and impact of the issue identified for customers moving after opting 22 

 
39  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 3.09. 
40  Ibid. 
41  PG&E supplemental response to CalCCA data request 1.30. 
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into CCA service. In the supplemental testimony, PG&E should demonstrate that its 1 

programming logic is properly assigning the default vintage of the CCA for any customers 2 

moving to a CCA territory, assigning the default vintage of the CCA in a customer’s new 3 

location when they move from one CCA territory to another, assigning a specific vintage 4 

for customers that opt-out of CCA service for a period and ultimately opt back in to CCA 5 

service, and assigning a specific vintage and keeping that vintage for customers who opt-6 

out of CCA service before opting back in to CCA service and moving addresses within a 7 

CCA territory. PG&E should also be required to provide the detailed impact of 8 

programming logic errors, including the following: 9 

• The magnitude of the vintaging issues in terms of number of customers 10 

impacted and billing correction amount by CCA territory and by vintage. 11 

• The required correction to PCIA revenue recorded to PABA. 12 

• The required programming fix to the vintaging logic and the associated 13 

costs with making this fix. 14 

• Timeline for when the vintage programming logic will be fixed. 15 

• How PG&E intends to address billing corrections in terms of customer 16 

refunds and/or back-billed charges to customers.  17 

Parties, including CalCCA, should have the opportunity to review PG&E’s supplemental 18 

testimony and provide their own testimony in response. 19 

V. PG&E DID NOT CREDIT PABA FOR EXCESS RA USED TO MEET ITS 20 
SYSTEM RELIABILITY INCREMENTAL PROCUREMENT TARGET IN 21 
OCTOBER 2024 22 

In its Prepared Testimony, PG&E reports it transferred a total of  excess 23 

RA capacity from its existing PCIA-eligible resource portfolio to CAM portfolio to be 24 
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counted toward its 2024 System Reliability Incremental Procurement requirement 1 

established in D.21-03-056.42, 43 Pursuant to D.21-12-015,44 PG&E is authorized to count 2 

excess RA capacity from existing resources to meet its System Reliability Incremental 3 

Procurement targets, provided it has first made reasonable attempts to sell this excess 4 

capacity to other load-serving entities.45  Because cost recovery for System Reliability 5 

Incremental Procurement is through the CAM, the value of excess RA capacity provided 6 

by existing resources must be transferred from the applicable balancing account to the 7 

CAM balancing account (for PG&E, the New System Generation Balancing Account 8 

(NSGBA)). PG&E reports that it counted  of excess RA from existing PCIA-9 

eligible resources during the months of June through October of 2024.46 The monthly 10 

amount of excess RA used from existing PCIA-eligible resources is shown in Table 6. 11 

Table 6: Monthly Excess Resources Used for System Reliability Procurement 12 

13 

As required, PG&E credited PABA and charged NSGBA for the value of the RA 14 

transferred to CAM in June through September. However, in response to discovery, PG&E 15 

disclosed that the value of excess resources utilized for October 2024 was not credited to 16 

 
42  D.21-03-056, Decision Directing Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison 
Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to Take Actions to Prepare for Potential Extreme 
Weather in the Summers of 2021 and 2022, R.20-11-003 (Mar. 25, 2021). 
43  PG&E Prepared Testimony, at 12-15, lines 3-20. 
44  D.21-12-005, Phase 2 Decision Directing Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California 
Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company to Take Actions to Prepare for Potential 
Extreme Weather in the Summers of 2022 and 2023, R.20-11-003 (Dec. 2, 2021). 
45  D.21-02-015, Decision Directing to Take Actions for Potential Extreme Weather 2021 and 2022, 
R.20-11-003 (Mar. 26, 2021), at 183 (emphasis added). 
46  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.08. 

!"#$%& !"'$%& (")$%& *+,$%& -.I$%&
01.+22 4+25"6.+2 7658 9-J ;56I75'<5 =>?@



22 
 

the PABA and acknowledged that a correcting entry should be made.47 The  of 1 

excess RA associated with October 2024 has a value of  that must be credited 2 

to the PABA and charged to NSGBA. PG&E later confirmed in discovery that the  3 

value was credited to PABA and charged to NSGBA in April 2025, plus associated 4 

prior period interest.48 The Commission should approve this correction to PG&E’s record 5 

year accounting entries. 6 

 7 

 This concludes my testimony.8 

 
47  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 1.10. 
48  PG&E response to CalCCA data request 3.01. 
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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

http://www.newgenstrategies.net/
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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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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 
 
 

A.25-05-011 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2025 

2. SCE 

 

A.25-05-008 Expert testimony evaluating the 
calculation of the Power Charge 
Indifference Amount charged to 
Community Choice Aggregators 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

2025 

3. PG&E 
SCE 
SDG&E 

R.25-02-005 Rebuttal testimony addressing 
resource adequacy market price 
benchmark calculation for the 
power charge indifference 
adjustment 

California Public Utilities 
Commission 

California Community 
Choice Association 

 2025 

4. 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 

5. 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 

6. 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 

7. 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 

8. 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 



 

Page 2 

Record of Testimony: Brian Dickman 

UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

9. 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 

10. 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 

11. 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 

12. 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 

13. 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 

14. 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 

15. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

16. 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 

17. 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 

18. 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 

19. 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 

20. 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 

21. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

22. 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 

23. 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 

24. 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 

25. 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 

26. 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 

27. 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 

28. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

29. 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 

30. 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 

31. 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 

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

Public Utility Commission of 
Oregon 

 2015 

33. 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 

34. 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 

35. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

36. 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 

37. 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 

38. 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 

39. 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 

40. 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 

41. 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 

42. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

43. 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 

44. 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 

45. 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 

46. 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 

47. 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 

48. 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 

49. 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 

50. 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 
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UTILITY PROCEEDING SUBJECT BEFORE CLIENT YEAR 

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

Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission 

 2010 

52. 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 

53. 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 

54. 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 

55. 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 

56. 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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ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-Q008     Page 1 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-XXX 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_MDR001-Q008     
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-Q008     
Request Date: December 31, 2024 
Requester DR No.: MDR001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: February 28, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Robert Gomez – Energy Policy and Procurement 

SUBJECT: PG&E SHALL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING WITH EACH ERRA COMPLIANCE 
APPLICATION – FROM SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 

QUESTION 008 

Resource adequacy information as follows: 

(1) sold, unsold and retained resource adequacy by resource and balancing 
account (RA Tracker)    

(2) system, local and flex positions for solicitations governed by Appendix S 
including the data as presented in the attached RA Position Table for (a) each 
solicitation in which RA for delivery in the record year was offered for sale (b) at 
the time each solicitation took place   

(3) all Tier 1 advice letter filings addressing Operational Constraints, including 
confidential attachments. 

ANSWER 008 

The attachment to this data response contains confidential information 
protectable under Decision 14-10-033, Decision 06-06-066, and/or Public Utilities 
Code Section 454.5(g) – Subject to NDA 

(1) See attachment: “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-
Q008Atch01CONF.xlsx” 

(2) See attachment “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-
Q008Atch02CONF.xlsx” 

(3) See attachments: “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-
Q008Atch03CONF.pdf” and “ERRA-2024-PGE-
Compliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-Q008Atch04CONF.pdf” 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment(s) Confidential 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q006         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q006         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: April 25, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Robert Gomez – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 006 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 8-7, lines 2-6:  Please explain what is 
meant by “while not required by the BPP, also offered all volumes of available RA to the 
market.”  Please explain in detail the manner in which “all volumes of available RA” 
were “offered” to the market, as well as the volume and timing of those offers. 

ANSWER 006 

As stated in PG&E’s prepared testimony page 8-6, lines 25-28, “The BPP does not 
obligate PG&E to offer any volumes of RA determined to be available pursuant to the 
formulas set forth in Appendix S, except through the CAISO capacity procurement 
mechanism competitive solicitation process.”  However, PG&E does endeavor to sell all 
the volumes as determined by the formulas.   

Volumes of available RA were primarily offered into the market through numerous 
solicitations at various times as well as via broker and bilateral transactions. For volume 
and timing, please refer to the responses for “ERRA-2024-
Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q004,” ERRA-2024-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-
Q005,” “ERRA-2024-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q007” and “ERRA-2024-
PGECompliance_DR_CalCCA_MDR001-Q008Atch02CONF.xlsx.” 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q008         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q008         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: April 25, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Robert Gomez – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 008 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 8-4 line 31 through page 8-5 line 8:  
Please provide workpapers with details demonstrating how PG&E met its summer 
reliability procurement targets in 2024.  Details should include specific resources and 
quantities used to meet the targets by month. 

ANSWER 008 

THE ATTACHMENT TO THIS DATA RESPONSE CONTAINS CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMATION PROTECTABLE UNDER DECISION 14-10-033, DECISION 06-06-
066, AND/OR PUBLIC UTILITIES CODE SECTION 454.5(g) – SUBJECT TO NDA. 

PG&E objects to this request on the ground that it seeks information that is not relevant 
to the subject matter of this proceeding and not reasonably calculated to lead to the 
discovery of admissible evidence as “how” PG&E met is summer reliability procurement 
targets is outside the scope of this proceeding. Subject to the foregoing, please refer to 
“ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q008Atch01CONF.xlsx.” 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment(s) Confidential 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment(s) Confidential 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q018         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q018         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: April 25, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Robert Gomez – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 018 

Referring to PG&E’s response to Joint CCA MDR 1.08:  Please demonstrate how the 
2024 Operational Constraints are included in PG&E’s 2024 RA Tracker (i.e., are 
Operational Constraints included in Retained, Sold, or Unsold RA?).  

ANSWER 018 

The 2024 Operational Constraints are included in PG&E’s 2024 RA Tracker in the 
“Derate” column and are recorded as Retained RA. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q019         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q019         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: April 25, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Robert Gomez – Energy Policy and Procurement 

QUESTION 019 

Referring to PG&E’s response to Joint CCA MDR 1.08:  Please demonstrate how the 
2024 Portfolio Reserves are included in PG&E’s 2024 RA Tracker (i.e., are Portfolio 
Reserves included in Retained, Sold, or Unsold RA?).  

ANSWER 019 

The 2024 Portfolio Reserves are included in PG&E’s 2024 RA Tracker in the PG&E 
Compliance volumes, and are classified as Retained RA. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q029         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q029         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: April 25, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Christopher Pezzola – Finance 

QUESTION 029 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 12-27, lines 5-11:  Please provide a 
complete copy of the referenced Internal Audit report and conclusions. 

ANSWER 029 

See attached “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q029Atch01.” 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q030Supp01     
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q030Supp01     
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: May 2, 2025 

(Original) 
July 30, 2025 
(Supplemental) 

PG&E Witness(es): Cecilia Guiman/Christopher Pezzola – Customer and Enterprise 
Solutions/Finance 

QUESTION 030 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 12-27, lines 12-13:  Please provide a 
complete copy of PG&E’s Management Action Plan to implement the referenced 
Internal Audit recommendations. 

ANSWER 030 

Please see attachment “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q030Atch01” 
for a copy of the original management action plan provided to mitigate the issue. 

While some actions have been completed, additional actions are required to fully 
confirm whether there exists a programming logic issue related to tracking the vintages 
of customers moving within the same CCA, and if the issue is confirmed, then to 
address it.  As a result, an extension to the action plan is being finalized that will include 
the following corrective actions:  

• Determination of whether there is a programming logic issue, 

• Determination of the extent of the condition if there is a logic issue (i.e., the 
number of customers moving within a CCA that have been incorrectly vintaged, if 
any, due to the programming logic ), 

• Identification of actions to update the programming logic (if any), and 

• Finalization of next steps. 
Management is currently working to identify the specific resources that will perform 
these actions and estimating the date for completion of each action.  Management 
anticipates having these details finalized by July 31, 2025, and will provide an updated 
action plan at that time. 
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ANSWER 030 SUPPLEMENTAL 01 

PG&E’s updated action plan as of July 31, 2025, to implement Internal Audit’s 
recommendations, is summarized below. 

• The determination of whether there is a programming logic issue has been 
completed, and it was determined there was an issue.  See PG&E’s response to 
“ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q009” dated July 16, 2025 for 
details of the programming logic issue. 

• The determination of the extent of the condition (i.e., the number of customers 
moving within a CCA that have been incorrectly vintaged, if any, due to the 
programming logic), is in progress. 

o Business Requirements Design Documents to develop the query to 
determine the extent of the condition are complete. The query is currently 
under development and expected to be completed by the end of Q3 2025. 
Analysis of query results are expected to be completed by the end of Q4 
2025. 

• Identification of actions to update the programming logic (if any), is in progress. 
Business Requirements Design Documents for programming logic updates have 
been completed. Cost and schedule estimation of the programming logic updates 
is underway, and is expected to be completed by the end of Q4 2025. 

• Finalization of next steps is dependent upon a determination of the extent of the 
condition as well as the cost and schedule estimate for programming logic 
updates. PG&E expects to finalize next steps by the end of Q4 2025. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q031         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q031         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: May 2, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): David Gutierrez – Customer and Enterprise Solutions 

QUESTION 031 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 12-27, lines 17-18:  Please provide 
PG&E’s written policy detailing the ‘acceptable documentation’ for customer vintaging 
classifications completed in response to the Internal Audit corrective action. 

ANSWER 031 

Since CCAs began serving customers in PG&E’s territory, PG&E has worked with 
CCAs and their back-office billing providers to enroll geographic areas into CCA service.  
The dates in which PG&E enrolls geographic areas in CCA service establishes the 
vintage year for the respective geographic location.  The CCA also informs PG&E of the 
month in which to enroll the customers and sends a full list of customers for PG&E to 
enroll in CCA service.  PG&E attempted to save the dates and customer lists that are 
provided to them by the CCA for enrollment, but has potentially missed this on 
occasion.  PG&E also provides lists for the CCA during the enrollment containing each 
new customer and the enrollment date that coincides with the vintage year.   
Since the internal audit described in PG&E’s testimony was completed, PG&E’s 
Community Vitality team is also saving emails from CCAs, and their back office 
providers in a SharePoint site.  In this site we are also keeping the customer lists sent to 
PG&E by the back-office biller.  In addition, an excel database is maintained with all 
CCA expansions to new territories containing the dates of the expansion and the 
vintage year that corresponds to that expansion date. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q032         
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q032         
Request Date: April 4, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: May 2, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Cecilia Guiman – Customer and Enterprise Solutions 

QUESTION 032 

Referring to PG&E’s prepared testimony page 12-28, lines 1-5:  Please explain what 
responsibilities now belong to the Revenue Controls & Policy team because it has been 
assigned ownership over the customer vintaging programming logic. 

ANSWER 032 

The Revenue Controls & Policy team has now assumed ownership of the PCIA vintage 
and will work with Information Technology to ensure the programming logic aligns with 
the requirements of Decision 16-09-044.  Please see PG&E’s response, “ERRA-2024-
PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q030,” and “ERRA-2024-PGE-
Compliance_DR_CalCCA_001-Q030Atch01” regarding the remaining action plan. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_003-Q001 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q001         
Request Date: July 1, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 003 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: July 16, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Ryan Stanley – Finance 

QUESTION 001 

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 1.10: Did PG&E record the 
correcting entry to credit PABA for excess resources utilized for October 2024 
business? If yes, please provide workpapers quantifying the final amount of the 
correcting entry, including principal and interest. If no, please explain when PG&E will 
make the entry. 

ANSWER 001 

The attachment to this data response contains confidential information 
protectable under Decision 14-10-033, Decision 06-06-066, and/or Public Utilities 
Code Section 454.5(g) 

PG&E had recorded the correcting entry in April 2025.  Refer to the attached document: 
“ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q001Atch01CONF” 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_003-Q006 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q006         
Request Date: July 1, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 003 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: July 16, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Christopher Pezzola – Finance 

QUESTION 006 

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 1.29 and Attachment 1: PG&E 
concluded that 97% of the sampled customers appeared to be accurately assigned to 
their respective vintages. Does that mean that the other 3% were incorrectly assigned? 
If not, please explain. 

ANSWER 006 

The PG&E Internal Auditing comment does not mean that 3% of the sampled customers 
were incorrectly assigned.  This comment means that there was not enough available 
documentation to definitively support the accuracy of the vintaging for 3% of the sample. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_003-Q007 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q007         
Request Date: July 1, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 003 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: July 16, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Christopher Pezzola – Finance 

QUESTION 007 

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 1.29 and Attachment 1: Please 
explain the process PG&E implemented, or will implement, to correct the vintage 
assignment for customers found to be assigned incorrectly. 

ANSWER 007 

As stated in the answer to “ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q006,” 
PG&E did not state that customers were incorrectly vintaged.  The comment notes that 
PG&E did not formally define accountability for maintaining support for customer 
vintaging assignments, and consequently, could not produce sufficient records to 
support all of its vintaging classifications.   

To address this issue, PG&E assigned accountability to Customer Vitality (effective, 
8/15/2024) to maintain documentation supporting phase-in vintages.  Customer Vitality 
has designated a web-based repository to store supporting documentation. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
2024 Energy Resource Recovery Account – Compliance 

Application 25-02-013 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_003-Q009 
PG&E File Name: ERRA-2024-PGE-Compliance_DR_CalCCA_003-Q009         
Request Date: July 1, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 003 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Nikhil Vijaykar 
Date Sent: July 16, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Cecilia Guiman – Customer and Enterprise Solutions 

QUESTION 009 

Referring to PG&E’s response to CalCCA data request 1.33: Please confirm PG&E’s 
response means that, currently, PG&E’s system assigns a customer its vintage 
according to its default (phase in) vintage, and if that customer moves to a CCA territory 
that is assigned a different vintage, the customer currently retains its original vintage 
rather than adopt the vintage of the new location. If not confirmed please explain further. 

ANSWER 009 

The Business Requirements Design Documents indicate that CC&B vintaging logic 
assigns a customer its vintaging according to its default (phase in) vintage, and that if 
that customer moves to a CCA territory that is assigned a different vintage, the 
customer is assigned the default (phase in) vintage of the new CCA territory. This logic 
is consistent with Decision 16-09-044 page 15: “If a CCA customer with one vintage 
moves to a CCA territory with a different vintage, that customer would adopt the vintage 
of his new location.”  

The Business Requirements Design Documents indicate that CC&B vintaging logic 
tracks customers that affirmatively opt out of CCA service and then opt back in at a later 
time by setting their PCIA vintage to the date they depart from bundled service and start 
receiving CCA service. This logic is consistent with Decision 16-09-044 page 15: 
“Rather than identifying how vintages should be assigned to the permutations of 
customer movement, we direct IOUs to track only customers that affirmatively opt out of 
CCA service and then opt back in at a later time. For those customers, their PCIA 
vintage should be set on the date they depart from bundled service and start receiving 
CCA service.” 

The Business Requirements Design Documents indicate that CC&B vintaging logic 
resets a customer’s vintage to the default (phase in) vintage of the CCA territory each 
time a CCA customer moves to a new address. Customers who affirmatively opt out of 
CCA service, opt back in at a later time, and subsequently move to a new address 
within the incumbent CCA territory therefore have their vintage reset to the default 
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(phase in) vintage, rather than retaining their vintage.  PG&E interprets the following 
language in Decision 16-09-044 to apply to the specific aforementioned scenario 
involving a customer move to a new address within the incumbent CCA territory: 
Conclusion of Law Item 5 on page 24: “Resetting a CCA customer’s vintage each time 
that customer moves is inconsistent with Commission precedents,”  and page 18: 
“PG&E will need to adjust PCIA vintages for CCA customers who have been reset due 
to a change in address.” Revenue Controls and Policy is assessing the extent of this 
condition, and the feasibility of making changes to CC&B to accommodate this scenario. 
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