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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 

The California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) presents this rebuttal 2 

testimony in the Application of Southern California Edison Company (SCE) in its 2024 3 

Record Period Annual Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) Review Proceeding 4 

(Application). This testimony was prepared on behalf of CalCCA by Jack Buckley, 5 

Manager, NewGen Strategies and Solutions, LLC. Mr. Buckley’s qualifications are set 6 

forth in Attachment A. 7 

Community choice aggregator (CCA) customers receive generation services from 8 

their local CCA, and receive transmission, distribution, billing, and other services from 9 

their investor-owned utility (IOU). As such, CCA customers in SCE’s service territory pay 10 

the same electric distribution, transmission, and non-bypassable charges (NBC) as SCE’s 11 

bundled customers, including the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) and 12 

Public Purpose Program (PPP) surcharges. 13 

My rebuttal testimony responds in part to direct testimony submitted by Dimension 14 

Energy (Dimension) on December 5, 2025. Dimension argues that the cost of billing 15 

system upgrades implemented for SCE’s Green Tariff Shared Renewables (GTSR) 16 

program (specifically, for the Enhanced Community Renewables (GTSR-ECR) 17 

component of the GTSR program) was unreasonable, and recommends the California 18 

Public Utility Commission (Commission) take one of three actions. First, Dimension 19 

 
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. 
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recommends the Commission disallow the administrative costs SCE spent on billing 1 

automation system upgrades for the GTSR and GTSR-ECR programs. In the alternative, 2 

Dimension recommends the Commission approve the collection of the administrative costs 3 

from all ratepayers in the PPP. Lastly, if the Commission adopts neither of those 4 

recommendations, Dimension recommends the Commission amortize the administrative 5 

costs in GTSR-ECR rates over a 20-year period.  6 

CalCCA recommends that if any of the identified costs are found to be 7 

unreasonable, those costs should be disallowed and borne by SCE’s shareholders consistent 8 

with Decision (D.) 15-01-051. If the costs are found to be recoverable from customers, they 9 

should be recovered only from GTSR-ECR program participants, and not through the PPP 10 

surcharge which is paid by all customers in SCE’s service territory. CalCCA notes risks 11 

inherent in longer amortization windows but does not oppose a longer amortization 12 

window for the challenged administrative costs as long as they are collected from GTSR-13 

ECR program participants.  14 

My rebuttal testimony also responds to direct testimony submitted by the Public 15 

Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates). Cal 16 

Advocates proposes an adjustment to reduce carrying charges recognized on an accounting 17 

entry required to correct which balancing account was charged for California Air 18 

Resources Board (CARB) administration costs. CalCCA agrees with the adjustment 19 

proposed by CalAdvocates. 20 



 3 

II. DIMENSION ENERGY’S PROPOSED COST RECOVERY OF GTSR BILLING 1 
SYSTEM UPGRADE COSTS FROM THE PPP SHOULD BE REJECTED AS IT 2 
WOULD CONFLICT WITH SB 43 AND PAST COMMISSION DECISIONS BY 3 
SHIFTING COSTS TO NON-PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS  4 

In its testimony, Dimension discussed the recovery of billing system automation 5 

upgrade costs associated with SCE’s GTSR-ECR program. Dimension recommends the 6 

Commission adopt one of three alternative cost recovery treatments for the $2.5 million in 7 

GTSR-ECR billing system upgrade costs SCE incurred in 2024 and 2025. First, Dimension 8 

argues that these costs are unreasonably large and burdensome to program participants, and 9 

therefore, the costs should be disallowed.2 Since the costs of the GTSR program are to be 10 

recovered only from program participants, this $2.5 million billing system upgrade cost 11 

will increase the rates charged to customers choosing to participate in the GTSR-ECR 12 

program. CalCCA has not reviewed the details—and is not currently taking a position on 13 

the reasonableness—of SCE’s billing system upgrade. If the Commission finds that some 14 

or all of the costs were unreasonably incurred, CalCCA recommends that the unreasonable 15 

portion be borne by SCE’s shareholders consistent with D.15-01-051, as discussed further 16 

in my testimony. 17 

Second, if these costs are not disallowed, Dimension argues the billing system 18 

upgrade costs should be collected through the PPP surcharge rather than collected from 19 

GTSR-ECR program participants. The PPP surcharge was established as a non-bypassable 20 

surcharge recovered from all customers to fund public-interest energy programs.3 The 21 

funds collected by the PPP are to be used on energy programs that provide system 22 

reliability or in-state public interest benefits and are not tied to individual customer services 23 

 
2  Dimension Energy Direct Testimony at pp. 15-16. 
3  California Public Utilities Code § 381. 
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or customer groups. Collecting any GTSR costs through the PPP would directly violate the 1 

cost recovery methodologies required by statute and approved by the Commission for the 2 

GTSR program because shifting GTSR costs into the PPP would require all customers in 3 

SCE’s service territory to pay the costs rather than just GTSR program participants.  4 

Finally, if the GTSR-ECR billing system upgrade costs are neither disallowed nor 5 

allowed for recovery in the PPP, Dimension proposes to increase the amortization period 6 

when collecting these costs to 20 years to reduce the rate impact on the GTSR-ECR 7 

program participants.4 Currently, SCE plans to amortize the billing system upgrade costs 8 

over five years.5 Dimension’s testimony argues that SCE’s proposal is too short of an 9 

amortization period given the expected useful life of the generation resources used in the 10 

program is longer than five years. Amortization of cost recovery is a commonly used 11 

practice in electric ratemaking. In this case, CalCCA is not opposed to the amortization 12 

recommended by either SCE or Dimension, assuming costs are recovered from GTSR-13 

ECR program participants, however, the inherent risks of longer amortization periods 14 

should be considered by the Commission. Longer amortization periods can create more 15 

uncertainty in cost recovery, especially in voluntary programs such as the GTSR where 16 

customers may opt in or out of the program throughout the amortization period. 17 

A. Decision 15-01-051 Set the Precedent for Treatment of GTSR Administrative 18 
Costs that Are Deemed Unreasonable 19 

Dimension’s testimony explains that $1.985 million of SCE’s GTSR administrative 20 

costs recorded in 2024 were related to the GTSR-ECR billing system automation upgrade.6 21 

Dimension also cites SCE’s discovery response reporting that additional spending in 2025 22 

 
4  Dimension Energy Direct Testimony at p. 19. 
5  Id. 
6  Id. at pp. 5-6. 
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brought the total cost to $2.5 million.7 Dimension compares these costs to billing system 1 

upgrade costs experienced by other IOUs in the country on a total dollars and dollars-per-2 

megawatt basis and concludes that SCE’s level of expenditure is high relative to industry 3 

norms and disproportionate to the scale of its GTSR-ECR program. 8  Dimension’s 4 

testimony also critiques SCE’s due diligence and timing on the billing system upgrade and 5 

testifies SCE did not do enough to reduce the costs of the billing system upgrade.9  6 

Regardless of what the Commission now determines regarding the reasonableness 7 

of these administrative costs, the appropriate cost recovery treatment was already clearly 8 

established in D.15-01-051. Decision 15-01-051 implements the GTSR requirements set 9 

forth in Senate Bill (SB) 4310 and establishes the operational requirements of the program. 10 

In addition, the Commission expressly evaluated recovery of program administrative costs. 11 

First, D.15-01-051 makes clear that all program administrative costs must be paid by 12 

participating customers (i.e., those participating in the GTSR program) “to achieve 13 

ratepayer indifference.”11 Second, D.15-01-051 explains that program administrative costs 14 

will be subject to reasonableness review in each IOU’s annual ERRA compliance 15 

proceeding. Costs found “not to be reasonable cannot be collected from ratepayers and will 16 

be borne by shareholders.”12 Further, “[i]f GTSR Program subscription rates are too low to 17 

permit recovery of administrative and marketing costs from participating customers, and 18 

 
7  Id. at p. 6. 
8  Id. at p. 13. 
9  Id. at pp. 13-14. 
10  Senate Bill 43 (SB 43) (Wolk, Chapter 413, Statutes of 2013). 
11  D.15-01-051 at Finding of Fact (FOF) 106. 
12  Id. at p. 113.  
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these costs are determined to be unreasonable, it is reasonable for the IOU shareholders to 1 

act as a backstop.”13 2 

Decision 15-01-051 clearly establishes the proper recovery for administrative costs 3 

like the GTSR-ECR billing system automation upgrade discussed in Dimension’s 4 

testimony. If the Commission determines that the administrative costs reported by SCE are 5 

reasonable, they must be collected solely from participating customers. If the Commission 6 

determines that the administrative costs are not reasonable, these costs must be borne by 7 

SCE shareholders. There should be no confusion regarding the recovery of these 8 

administrative costs after the Commission makes a reasonableness determination in this 9 

case.  10 

B. Recovery of GTSR Administrative Costs Through the Public Purpose 11 
Program Surcharge Is Counter to the Requirements Set Forth in SB 43 and 12 
D.15-01-051, and Would Result in Improper Program Subsidization 13 

1. Senate Bill 43 Established Cost Recovery Requirements of the GTSR 14 
Program 15 

SCE’s GTSR program was created in response to SB 43, which required electric 16 

utilities with more than 100,000 customers in California to implement the GTSR program. 17 

The GTSR program offered by SCE is available to all bundled customers on a voluntary 18 

basis, meaning customers must opt-in to take part in the GTSR program. The Legislature 19 

intended the GTSR program to be implemented “in a manner that ensures nonparticipating 20 

ratepayer indifference for the remaining bundled service, direct access, and community 21 

choice aggregation customers.”14 SB 43 directed the Commission to set charges and credits 22 

associated with the GTSR program to ensure nonparticipant ratepayer indifference for the 23 

 
13  D.15-01-051 at FOF 108. 
14  Senate Bill 43 (Wolk, 2013) § 2831(h). 
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remaining bundled service, direct access, and CCA customers, and to ensure no costs are 1 

shifted from participating customers to nonparticipating ratepayers.15 Consistent with SB 2 

43, GTSR program costs must only be collected in rates and charges paid by GTSR 3 

program participants. In fact, SB 43 explicitly states that “participating customers shall pay 4 

. . . the program administrative costs of the participating utility.”16 In D.24-05-065, the 5 

Commission also referenced SB 43’s requirements of “nonparticipating ratepayer 6 

indifference”  and that participating customers pay “utilities’ administrative costs and other 7 

charges determined to be just and reasonable.”17 Therefore, the Commission cannot allow 8 

SCE to recover GTSR costs from customers, bundled or unbundled, who never participated 9 

in the GTSR program. 10 

2. D.15-01-051 Reinforced that GTSR Program Costs Must Be Recovered 11 
Only from Program Participants 12 

When the Commission approved the GTSR program implementation for SCE, San 13 

Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Pacific Gas and Electric Company 14 

(PG&E) in D.15-01-051, it implemented the appropriate recovery of program costs. This 15 

decision specifically discusses program administrative costs, their reasonableness, and 16 

shareholder backstops, and includes directives to ensure nonparticipating ratepayer 17 

indifference and avoid anticompetitive impacts on CCAs. Decision 15-01-051 provides the 18 

Commission the ability to review administrative costs to determine the reasonableness of 19 

the costs. If the Commission deems an administrative cost to be unreasonable, it must be 20 

borne by the utility’s shareholders.18  21 

 
15  Senate Bill 43 (Wolk, 2013) § 2833(p). 
16  Senate Bill 43 (Wolk, 2013) § 2833(l). 
17  A.22-05-022, D.24-05-065, Decision Modifying Green Access Program Tariffs and Adopting a 
Community Renewable Energy Program at pp. 3-4 (May 30, 2024). 
18  D.15-01-051 at p. 113. 
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If the billing system upgrade costs are deemed reasonable, recovery of these 1 

administrative costs must ensure ratepayer indifference. In D.15-01-051 the Commission 2 

states that charges to recover GTSR administrative costs “must balance the competing 3 

priorities of (a) ensuring prudent and cost-effective administration and marketing, (b) 4 

ensuring ratepayer indifference between participating and non-participating bundled 5 

customers, and (c) avoiding anticompetitive impacts on CCAs and DA providers.” 19 6 

Decision 15-01-015 makes it clear that shifting costs from participating to non-7 

participating ratepayers is not allowed for any GTSR program costs. Dimension’s 8 

argument that the administrative costs of the GTSR program’s billing system upgrade 9 

should be collected using cost recovery mechanisms outside the GTSR program should be 10 

rejected.  11 

3. The Public Purpose Program Surcharge is Not an Allowed Cost 12 
Recovery Mechanism for GTSR Program Costs 13 

The PPP is a non-bypassable surcharge rate paid by all customers in SCE’s service 14 

territory regardless of the customers’ generation provider or participation in any GTSR 15 

programs. The dollars collected through this surcharge are used to fund public-interest 16 

programs that provide value to all customers across the electric system. Program costs 17 

included in this surcharge are paid by all customers and therefore should provide a benefit 18 

to all customers.  19 

While the GTSR program is a program that provides participating customers with 20 

access to green energy procurement, it does not provide a benefit to all customers – only 21 

participating customers. As SB 43 and D.15-01-051 make clear, the GTSR program was 22 

not envisioned or approved as a means of deploying community solar resources and 23 

 
19  Id. at p. 109. 
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socializing the costs for those resources to the entire state. The legislature intended SCE’s 1 

GTSR program to provide an IOU program “comparable” to that of CCA renewable rate 2 

offerings, 20  and it is not tailored to facilitate access to renewable generation in 3 

disadvantaged communities or serve other equity goals. Including the GTSR-ECR billing 4 

system upgrade costs in the PPP, as Dimension proposes, would result in cost shifting and 5 

subsidization by non-participating customers for SCE’s voluntary GTSR program. 6 

Recovering program administrative costs through the PPP increases rates for all customers, 7 

including departed load and nonparticipant bundled customers, and reduces the GTSR 8 

program costs for the program participants. Therefore, using the PPP surcharge for GTSR 9 

program costs would be a clear cost shift to nonparticipating customers which violates the 10 

requirements set forth in D.15-01-051 and SB 43.  11 

Furthermore, SCE’s GTSR program is analogous to the rate options offered by 12 

alternative energy suppliers in SCE’s service territory, including CCAs. Requiring CCA 13 

customers to subsidize a voluntary IOU renewable generation program designed as an 14 

alternative offering to CCA service would raise significant anticompetitive concerns.  15 

Lastly, Dimension’s testimony incorrectly asserts that the GTSR program is 16 

“consistent with how other equity-driven clean energy programs are funded”21 by the PPP, 17 

and that therefore the PPP should be used to recover the costs of the GTSR-ECR billing 18 

system upgrade. However, the GTSR program is not similar to the energy programs funded 19 

by the PPP, as it is a voluntary customer program in which only SCE’s bundled customers 20 

can participate. CalCCA notes that the ‘equity-driven clean energy program’ that is 21 

currently partially funded through the PPP surcharge is the Disadvantaged Communities – 22 

 
20  California Public Utilities Code § 2831(b). 
21  Dimension Energy Direct Testimony at p. 18. 
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Green Tariff (DAC-GT) program. The DAC-GT program is partially funded with PPP 1 

rates because it was created to serve income-qualified residential customers and meet 2 

equity policy goals, and is not a voluntary program. Furthermore, the DAC-GT program is 3 

available to and benefits bundled and unbundled customers. These important differences 4 

are why it is acceptable for DAC-GT to use PPP funds to cover costs and unacceptable for 5 

the voluntary GTSR program to use PPP funds.  6 

4. San Diego Gas and Electric Company Is Attempting to Collect GTSR 7 
Costs Through the Public Purpose Program Surcharge 8 

There is important precedential value in the Commission maintaining its clear 9 

decision that reasonable IOU-incurred GTSR costs are recovered from program 10 

participants while unreasonable costs are recovered from shareholders. The Commission 11 

is already considering SDG&E’s request to ignore the language of SB 43 and recover 12 

GTSR under-collections from all customers in its territory through the PPP. As in this case, 13 

CCAs in SDG&E’s territory objected on similar grounds based on the clear language of 14 

SB 43 and the Commission’s precedents.22 15 

5. SCE’s Past Comments on Recovery of GTSR Costs in the Public 16 
Purpose Program Surcharge 17 

In Application (A.) 22-05-022, the Commission reviewed the performance and 18 

design of certain customer programs including the GTSR program. SCE submitted 19 

Opening Comments in that proceeding in response to an administrative law judge ruling 20 

seeking comments on community renewable energy and modified green tariff programs. 21 

SCE correctly argued that using the PPP surcharge for cost recovery of the voluntary GTSR 22 

program would be unreasonable and not equitable for non-participating customers. SCE 23 

 
22  A.24-06-001, Opening Brief of San Diego Community Power and Clean Energy Alliance, at pp. 
16-21 (April 18, 2025). 
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stated, “As a general matter, however, SCE contends that administration costs should not 1 

be shifted to all customers through the PPP surcharge. Participating customers should bear 2 

the cost responsibility for the program’s administration costs.”23  3 

Through past cases and decisions, the Commission and SCE have established and 4 

reiterated that GTSR program administrative costs should only be collected from program 5 

participants. The Commission should reject Dimension’s proposal for collecting the 6 

GTSR-ECR billing system upgrade costs through the PPP surcharge as it is not equitable, 7 

results in cost shifting and program subsidization, and is inconsistent with past Commission 8 

decisions.  9 

C. Amortization of GTSR Billing System Upgrade Costs Is Acceptable Assuming 10 
the Costs Are Only Collected from GTSR Program Participants 11 

Dimension cites SCE’s discovery in which SCE proposes to recover the billing 12 

system upgrade costs through a dollar per kilowatt-hour charge that is amortized over five 13 

years.24 Dimension argues that the amortization period should be longer than five years as 14 

a way to reduce the impact of recovering these costs through GTSR program rates. 15 

Dimension’s testimony argues that since the life of the projects in the GTSR program is 16 

closer to twenty years than five years, a 20-year amortization period is appropriate.  17 

CalCCA takes no position on the length of amortization period that should be 18 

approved by the Commission in this proceeding. However, CalCCA notes that there is 19 

generally a risk associated with longer amortization periods such as potential for program 20 

participation to change and risk of stranded costs. CalCCA does not object to amortizing 21 

 
23  A.22-05-022, Opening Comments of Southern California Edison Company on Administrative Law 
Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comment on Community Renewable Energy and Modified Green Tariff Programs, 
at p. 9 (April 28, 2025). 
24  Dimension Energy Direct Testimony at p. 19. 
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these costs assuming the amortized costs are only collected by GTSR program participants 1 

or shareholders. CalCCA also notes that in D.15-01-051, the Commission explained that 2 

“Termination fees can prevent a large amount of stranded capacity and to [sic.] cover 3 

administrative costs.”25 As stated earlier in this testimony, the costs associated with the 4 

upgraded billing system should be recovered by only GTSR program participants to avoid 5 

cost shifting and program subsidization.  6 

SCE filed a Motion to Strike portions of Dimension’s Direct Testimony on 7 

Wednesday, January 28, 2026, two days before this Rebuttal Testimony was due. 26 8 

CalCCA is not, at this point, taking a position on SCE’s Motion. However, if the 9 

Commission grants the Motion, CalCCA would seek to withdraw the portion of this 10 

rebuttal testimony regarding recovery of GTSR administrative costs.  11 

III. SCE’S CORRECTING ENTRIES FOR CARB ADMINISTRATION COSTS 12 
SHOULD BE ADJUSTED AS PROPOSED IN CAL ADVOCATES TESTIMONY 13 

In testimony, Cal Advocates identified several accounting entry errors made by 14 

SCE in 2021, 2022, and 202327 when SCE recorded CARB administration costs to the 15 

incorrect balancing accounts. In November 2021 SCE inadvertently recorded CARB 16 

administrative costs to the ERRA balancing account and in October 2022 and October 2023 17 

SCE inadvertently recorded CARB administrative costs in the NSGBA. The costs should 18 

have been recorded to the Distribution subaccount of the Base Revenue Requirement 19 

Balancing Account (BRRBA-D). In 2024 SCE made correcting entries to unwind the 20 

original incorrect accounting and transfer the costs into the BRRBA-D account. Because 21 

 
25  D.15-01-051 at p. 94.  
26  A.25-04-001, Motion of Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) to Strike Portions of the 
Direct Testimony of Robert Brandon Smithwood on behalf of Dimension Energy, LLC (January 28, 2026). 
27  Cal Advocates Direct Testimony at p. 5-8:22-25. 
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the incorrect accounting entries were recorded several years ago, SCE’s correcting entry 1 

included the impact of carrying charges from the time of the original entry until it was 2 

corrected. Including carrying charges increases the amount transferred from the ERRA and 3 

NSGBA to BRRBA-D as part of the correcting entries. According to SCE, the interest 4 

associated with the expense recorded to the ERRA BA was $37,819.67 and the interest 5 

associated with the expense recorded to the NSGBA was $61,532.44 total, for a total of 6 

$99,352.05.28 7 

Cal Advocates correctly identifies that, had these expenses been recorded 8 

appropriately to the BRRBA-D account in 2021, 2022, and 2023 respectively, the interest 9 

would only have accrued until the charges were put into rates for the next calendar year.29 10 

The accrued interest SCE proposes to transfer to the BRRBA-D is interest accrued since 11 

the incorrect booking until 2024, which is a much longer period for interest to accrue than 12 

would have happened if the accounting entries were done correctly. According to Cal 13 

Advocates’ calculation, only $7,939.51 of carrying charges would apply, assuming that the 14 

charges were recovered in rates during the year following the original accounting entry.30 15 

Therefore, $7,939.51 of carrying charges should be included in the 2024 correcting entry 16 

recorded to the BRRBA-D account and not $99,352.05 as SCE had included. 17 

CalCCA agrees with Cal Advocates’ recommendation to use the lower carrying 18 

charge estimate for the 2024 correcting entry. 19 

 20 

This concludes my testimony. 21 

 
28  Id. at pp. 5-8:27–5-9:4. 
29  Id. at p. 5-10:3-12. 
30  Id. at Attachment 5.3. 
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Data Analysis
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Mr. Jack Buckley joined NewGen as a full-time consultant in December 2021. He 
assists with cost of service and rate design projects, emphasizing data-driven 
analytics. Mr. Buckley has an M.S. and B.S. in Architectural Engineering. Prior to 
joining NewGen, Mr. Buckley provided professional design services, mechanical 
building calculations, and building models to assist project managers.

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE
Cost of Service and Rate Design – Electric & Gas
Mr. Buckley assists with cost of service and rate design studies for electric utility 
clients. He conducts load analysis for solar and non-solar data, billing, and 
distributed generation analysis, as well as proforma development.

Mr. Buckley’s cost of service and rate design clients include:

Financial Modeling
Mr. Buckley assists with financial forecast modeling for electric utility clients. He 
conducts 5 and 10-year financial forecasts with detailed cash flow analysis and 
measurement of financial metrics. 

Mr. Buckley’s financial forecast modeling clients include:

 Central Coast Community 
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 City of Austin, TX

 City of Banning, CA

 City of Denton, TX

 City of Glendale, CA

 City of Riverside, CA
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 City of Weatherford, TX

 Clean Power Alliance
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 Fayetteville Public Works 
Commission
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 Kerrville Public Utility Board
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Agency

 City of Riverside, CA

 City of Weatherford, TX

 Denton Municipal Electric

 Turlock Irrigation District

 Wyoming Municipal Power 
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Other Analysis 
Mr. Buckley is currently conducting a variety of other analyses to assist organizations in litigation and FERC filings. 
These clients include: 

Previously Supported Testimony 
In the following list of testimonies, Mr. Buckley supported the witness by providing analysis and drafting sections 
of their written testimony. 

 

 Bose McKinney 

 California Community Choice Association 

 Ewell, Brown, Blanke & Knight, LLP 

 Exponential Engineering Company 

 HR Green Fiber & Broadband, LLC 

 Keyes & Fox, LLP 

 Peninsula Clean Energy 

 Platte River Power Authority 

 Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, Inc. 

 Direct Testimony of Jill Schuepbach on behalf of 
the City of Farmington, New Mexico before  
FERC – Annual Transmission Revenue 
Requirement  

 Direct Testimony of Joe Mancinelli on behalf of 
Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, Inc. before FERC – Formula Rate 
Filing  

 Direct Testimony of Joe Mancinelli on behalf of 
Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, Inc. before FERC – Formula Rate 
Filing  

 Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Association, Inc. Compliance Filing to Institute 
Cost-Based Rate Tariff  

 Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on behalf of 
the California Community Choice Association in 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2026 ERRA 
Forecast Proceeding Docket No. A25-05-011 

 Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on behalf of 
the California Community Choice Association in 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2024 ERRA 
Compliance Proceeding Docket No. A25-02-013 

 Direct Testimony of Brian Dickman on behalf of 
the California Community Choice Association in 
Southern California Edison Company’s 2026 
ERRA Forecast Proceeding Docket No. A25-05-
008 
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