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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  

In response to party Opening Comments on the proposed Decision Adopting 

Improvements to Distribution Planning and Project Execution Process, Distribution Resource 

Planning Data Portals, and Integration Capacity Analysis Maps, dated September 13, 2024, 

California Community Choice Association recommends that the California Public Utilities 

Commission: 

• Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) proposal to delay implementation 
of Integration Capacity Analysis requirements; 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation for the Community Engagement Plans to be filed once, 
rather than annually;  

• Adopt Green Power Institute’s recommendation to require the investor-owned utilities to 
consider distributed energy resource as non-wires alternatives; and 

• Clarify the scope, timeline, methodology, and entity or entities responsible for 
completing the Electrification Impacts Study, Part 2, as recommended by Advanced 
Energy United and Utility Consumers’ Action Network. 

 



 

 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON 
THE PROPOSED DECISION ADOPTING IMPROVEMENTS TO DISTRIBUTION 

PLANNING AND PROJECT EXECUTION PROCESS, DISTRIBUTION RESOURCE 
PLANNING DATA PORTALS, AND INTEGRATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS MAPS 

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) submits these Reply Comments 

pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure on the proposed Decision Adopting Improvements to Distribution 

Planning and Project Execution Process, Distribution Resource Planning Data Portals, and 

Integration Capacity Analysis Maps1 (Proposed Decision), dated September 13, 2024.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Proposed Decision adopts a significant number of near-term improvements to the 

Distribution Planning and Project Execution Processes (DPEP) and the Integration Capacity 

Analysis (ICA) Maps and Data Portals. CalCCA overall recommends adoption of the Proposed 

Decision, while continuing to ensure cost-effectiveness and affordability of the adopted 

measures. In response to party Opening Comments2, CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

• Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) proposal to delay or reduce 
implementation of the ICA requirements; 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation for the Community Engagement Plan (CEP) to be filed 
once, rather than annually;  

• Adopt Green Power Institute’s (GPI’s) recommendations to require the IOUs to consider 
distributed energy resources (DERs) as non-wires alternatives; and 

• Clarify the scope, timeline, methodology, and entity or entities responsible for 
completing the Electrification Impacts Study (EIS), Part 2, as recommended by 
Advanced Energy United (AEU) and Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN). 

II. PG&E’S PROPOSAL TO DELAY OR REDUCE THE PROPOSED DECISION’S 
INTEGRATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE 
REJECTED 

PG&E’s recommendations to delay or reduce several crucial ICA requirements due to 

concerns regarding “prioritization and resourcing” should be rejected.3 PG&E claims it needs 

 
1  Proposed Decision Adopting Improvements to Distribution Planning and Project Execution Process, 
Distribution Resource Planning Data Portals, and Integration Capacity Analysis Maps, Rulemaking (R.) 21-
06-017 (Sept. 13, 2024). 
2  All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the Opening Comments filed in this 
proceeding, R. 21-06-017 on or about October 3, 2024. 
3  See PG&E Opening Comments, at 9. 
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more time to implement the Proposed Decision’s required ICA improvements, including 

implementation of the Limited Generation Profiles and limiting criteria as well as reporting and 

workshops, because it “has prioritized the ICA refinements ordered by the September 9, 2021 

Ruling . . . as well as the roll out of PG&E’s new data portal . . .”4 PG&E claims that the 

refinements required by the September Ruling will not be complete until the end of the second 

quarter of 2025.5 Therefore, PG&E requests that the Commission delay implementation of the 

Proposed Decision’s ICA enhancements until the fourth quarter of 2025, and that the reporting 

and workshops be consolidated and reduced.6  

PG&E’s request to delay and reduce the Proposed Decision’s ICA enhancements ignores 

the urgent need to reduce energization delays. The Proposed Decision notes that PG&E’s use of 

the 15/100/15 aggregation rule for protecting the privacy of customer data has resulted in a 

significant percentage of circuits that were redacted, citing the Staff Proposal’s concern that 

“these redactions can impede siting new loads, especially for transportation electrification.”7 

Further, the Proposed Decision cites Resolution E-5296,8 which states “the Limited Generation 

Profile option makes better use of the existing hosting capacity by allowing a generating system 

to vary its export of power to the electric grid and to limit it to stay below the available hosting 

capacity at any given time.”9 PG&E also requests limiting reporting and the number of 

workshops, stating they are “burdensome.”10  

Rather than embracing the Proposed Decision’s ICA enhancements, PG&E recommends 

delaying or reducing their implementation, which will result in exacerbating already lengthy 

energization times. The Proposed Decision’s requirements will further the benefits of the ICA in 

reducing energization delays. Therefore, the Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal to 

delay or reduce the ICA enhancements.  

 
4  PG&E Opening Comments, at 9-10; see Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Ordering Refinements 
to Load Integration Capacity Analysis, R.14-08-013 (Sept. 9, 2021) (September Ruling), at 10. 
5  Id., at 9. 
6  Id., at 9-10. 
7  Proposed Decision, at 141. 
8  Resolution E-5296, Approving in part and modifying Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s, 
Southern Edison Company’s, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Advice Letters, submitted per 
Resolutions E-5211 and E-5230, providing the specifics and process of Limited Generation Profiles, 
(Mar. 21, 2024). 
9  Proposed Decision, at 148. 
10  PG&E Opening Comments, at 9. 
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III. PG&E’S REQUEST THAT THE COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PLANS BE 
FILED ONCE RATHER THAN ANNUALLY SHOULD BE REJECTED 

PG&E’s request for modification of the Proposed Decision to require the CEPs to be filed 

only once, rather than annually, should be rejected. PG&E claims that the Commission should 

require the CEPs to be filed only once because “the core components of the engagement process 

are unlikely to change annually” and that any modifications can be made “through an advice 

letter on an ad hoc basis.”11 PG&E states that it is “fully committed” to complying with the 

annual meeting required by Public Utilities Code section 933.5(c)(2), and has made “notable 

progress in its community engagement process.”12 The Proposed Decision does recognize that 

the IOUs already have community engagement activities in place.13 However, the Commission is 

seeking annual documentation of how the community engagement activities address specific 

topics listed in the Proposed Decision.14 The IOUs are required to explain in their CEPs any new 

activities to address topics that were not covered in the prior year’s engagement activities.15 

Allowing the IOUs to only make one filing will make it impossible for parties to track 

improvements in community engagement activities over time. In addition, the topics to be 

included in the CEP include incorporating findings from existing engagement activities,16 which 

will allow the IOUs to continually improve those activities. PG&E’s request for only one filing 

of a CEP should therefore be rejected, and the Proposed Decision’s requirement for annual 

filings of the CEPs should be adopted.  

IV. GREEN POWER INSTITUTE’S RECOMMENDATION TO REQUIRE THE 
IOUS TO EVALUATE THE USE OF DISTRIBUTED ENERGY RESOURCES 
AS NON-WIRES ALTERNATIVES SHOULD BE ADOPTED 

GPI’s recommendation for a phased transition that “preserves valuable elements of the 

[Distribution Investment Deferral Framework (DIDF)] while addressing its shortcomings”17 

should be adopted. As noted in CalCCA’s Opening Comments, the Commission should not 

eliminate DIDF without adopting an alternative process through which the IOUs will be required 

 
11  PG&E Opening Comments, at 7. 
12  Id., at 7-8. 
13  Proposed Decision, at 106. 
14  Ibid. 
15 Ibid. 
16  Id., at 103, Table 11. 
17  GPI Opening Comments, at 15.  
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to consider non-wires alternatives.18 In addition and as proposed by GPI, this alternative process 

should be supported by “a streamlined process for DER providers to propose solutions to 

identified grid needs.”19 If the Commission deprioritizes the DIDF, it should still require the 

IOUs to consider DERs for both the short-term (e.g., as a bridging strategy) and long-term 

non-wires alternatives to defer or eliminate the need for costly grid investments.  

V. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD CLARIFY THE SCOPE, TIMELINE, 
METHODOLOGY, AND ENTITY OR ENTITIES RESPONSIBLE FOR 
COMPLETING THE EIS PART 2, AS REQUESTED BY UCAN AND AEU  

The Commission should clarify the scope, timeline, methodology, and entity or entities 

responsible for completing the EIS Part 2, and ensure stakeholders have input to the study, as 

recommended by AEU and UCAN.20 The Proposed Decision includes multiple statements that 

the EIS Part 2 is currently being conducted by the IOUs.21 As AEU22 and UCAN23 correctly 

note, the statements that the IOUs “have been tasked” with the EIS Part 2 contradicts the Order 

Instituting Rulemaking in this proceeding, as well as the EIS Part 1.24 The Commission set clear 

expectations that outside consultants will conduct the EIS Part 2. This apparent reassignment has 

been made without stakeholder input and without the provision of any detailed scope or 

approach, despite the study being “on track to begin in the near term.”25  

The EIS Part 2 will benefit from the independent perspective and technical expertise an 

outside consultant can provide. This is especially true considering the IOUs’ incentive to invest 

in capital improvements under the current rate-of-return regulatory framework. Hiring a 

 
18  CalCCA Opening Comments, at 3. 
19  GPI Opening comments, at 16. 
20  See AEU Opening Comments, at 6; UCAN Opening Comments, at 2-5. 
21  Proposed Decision, at 90 (discussing incorporating the load flexibility DPP assessment “into the 
[EIS] Part 2 currently being conducted by the Utilities”), at 92 (citing SCE’s and PG&E’s statements that 
any load flexibility assessment can be incorporated into the EIS Part 2 “being conducted by the 
Utilities”), and at 94-96 (Commission determination that the load flexibility analysis can be completed by 
the Utilities “within the [EIS] Part 2, with which Utilities have been tasked”) (emphasis added). 
22  See AEU Opening Comments, at 6. 
23  See UCAN Opening Comments, at 2-5. 
24  See R.21-06-017, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Modernize the Electric Grid for a High 
Distributed Energy Resources Future (OIR) (June 24, 2021), at 24-25 (discussing technical support to be 
hired for the High DER proceeding); see also Kevala, Inc. Electrification Impacts Study Part 1: Bottom-
Up Load Forecasting and System-Level Electrification Impacts Cost Estimates (May 9, 2023) (EIS Part 
1), at ES-12, 7, 11, 120, 126-133 (references to non-IOU entity performing EIS Part 2). 
25  Proposed Decision, at 95. 
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consultant to perform the EIS Part 2 will address this inherent conflict of interest and ensure that 

the most effective and affordable distribution planning and execution strategies are examined. If 

additional funding is needed to support hiring a consultant to conduct this study, the Commission 

should consider seeking that additional funding.  

Stakeholder input on the scope, timeline, and methodology of the EIS Part 2 will also be 

key to designing a constructive study. For the EIS Part 2 to meaningfully advance the goals of 

this proceeding, the CPUC must ensure the DPEP improvements adopted in this Proposed 

Decision, such as bottom-up load forecasting, scenario planning, reformed disaggregation 

techniques, and cost mitigation strategies, are thoroughly examined. The Proposed Decision 

should therefore be revised to provide workshops and comment opportunities for parties and 

stakeholders to provide input on the scope, timing, and methodology of the EIS Part 2. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these Reply Comments and requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. 

  
 Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

  
 
 
October 8, 2024 
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