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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The California Community Choice Association recommends that the California Public Utilities

Commission:

o Reject Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s, Southern California Edison Company’s,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (collectively, the IOUs) requests to lengthen
energization targets and timelines in multiple scenarios;

o Reject the IOUs’ recommendations to increase reporting frequency and narrow data
reporting requirements; and

o Adopt Silicon Valley Clean Energy’s request to apply the final Decision to existing

projects and reject the IOUs’ requests to delay the final Decision’s effective date.

il



CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS ON THE
PROPOSED DECISION ESTABLISHING TARGET ENERGIZATION TIME PERIODS
AND PROCEDURE FOR CUSTOMERS TO REPORT ENERGIZATION DELAYS

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! to party opening comments on the proposed Decision Establishing Target
Energization Time Periods and Procedure for Customers to Report Energization Delays? (Proposed
Decision), dated August 12, 2024.

L. INTRODUCTION

Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE),
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) (collectively, the IOUs) Opening Comments
center around three requests: (1) lengthen the energization targets and timelines; (2) reduce the
frequency of reporting and narrow the breadth of data required in the reporting; and (3) delay the
effective date of the Proposed Decision’s energization requirements. The IOUs’ recommendations are
in stark contrast to the requirements of AB 503 and SB 410*, as well as recommendations of
stakeholders in Opening Comments, to shorten energization targets and timelines and increase IOU
energization responsibilities. The IOUs’ recommendations represent a “business as usual” approach
that ignore the severe energization backlog threatening the state’s electrification and decarbonization
goals.

The Legislature addressed the growing outcry of severely backlogged energization projects in
SB 410 and AB 50, answering the urgent need to promptly energize customer facilities to support the
state’s decarbonization goals. To serve the rapidly increasing load of electrified buildings and vehicles,
the California Energy Commission forecasts a need for nearly 180 gigawatts of new generating

capacity by 2040 to meet SB 100° policy goals.® The development of these new generating resources

! State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021).

2 Proposed Decision Establishing Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for Customers to
Report Energization Delays, Rulemaking (R.) 24-01-018 (Aug. 12, 2024).

3 Assembly Bill 50 (Stats. 2023, ch. 317) (AB 50).

4 Senate Bill 410 (Stats. 2023, ch. 394) (SB 410).

3 Senate Bill 100 (Stats. 2018, ch. 312) (SB 100).

6 2021 SB 100 Joint Agencies report, Figure 9 at 15:

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/EFiling/GetFile.aspx?tn=237167&DocumentContentld=70349.
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will come with significant costs. If the build-out of this new capacity outpaces the ability to energize
new load, rates may increase and reaching the SB 100 goals will be at risk.

CalCCA supports the Proposed Decision, which sets a measured path toward requiring the
IOUs to meet initial energization targets and timelines. At the same time, the Commission can collect
data from the IOUs to uncover the root causes of the delays to refine the energization requirements in

Phase 2. In response to Opening Comments, CalCCA recommends that the Commission:

o Reject the IOUs’ requests to lengthen energization targets and timelines in multiple
scenarios;
o Reject the IOUs’ recommendations to increase reporting frequency and narrow data

reporting requirements; and

o Adopt Silicon Valley Clean Energy’s (SVCE) request to apply the final Decision to
existing projects and reject the IOUs’ requests to delay the final Decision’s effective
date.

I1. THE IOUS’ REQUESTS TO LENGTHEN ENERGIZATION TARGETS AND
TIMELINES IN MULTIPLE SCENARIOS SHOULD BE REJECTED

IOU recommendations to lengthen energization targets and timelines for various scenarios
ignore the current energization delays that sparked AB 50 and SB 410, and should be rejected. PG&E,
SCE, and SDG&E each argue for increased timelines,” while many stakeholders go the opposite
direction and recommend that the Proposed Decision be modified to shorten the targets and timelines.®
CalCCA agrees with the middle ground approach in the Proposed Decision to moderately reduce the
compliance targets and timelines in Phase 1, without penalties at this point for the IOUs’ failure to
comply. The Phase 1 targets and timelines, coupled with the expeditious collection of robust data, can
adequately inform refinement of the targets and timelines in Phase 2. Unfortunately, instead of diving
in to remedy the energization emergency through their best efforts in Phase 1, the IOUs remain
singularly focused on their perceived inability to meet the proposed targets and timelines. If the Phase
1 data demonstrates that the IOUs are correct that any of the scenarios they have raised should be
carved out of the target or timeline because they are indeed outside of IOU control, the Commission
can do that in Phase 2 after analyzing the data with stakeholder input. The Proposed Decision strikes a

balance for Phase 1 between establishing initial targets and timelines without penalizing the IOUs for

7 PG&E Opening Comments, at 1-3, 6-8; SCE Opening Comments, at 2-6; SDG&E Opening Comments,
at 8-14.
8 Advanced Energy United Opening Comments, at 1-3; CALSTART Opening Comments, at 2-5, 10-13;

Interstate Renewable Energy Council Opening Comments, at 1-6, 8-12; Powering America’s Commercial
Transportation Opening Comments, at 4.



failure to comply. The IOUs’ requests to lengthen energization targets and timelines are therefore
unnecessary and should be rejected.

III. THE IOUS’ REQUESTS TO SUBMIT DATA ANNUALLY RATHER THAN
BIANNUALLY AND TO NARROW THE DATA REQUESTS SHOULD BE
REJECTED

10U recommendations to change the Proposed Decision’s data reporting frequency and narrow
the categories of data to be collected should be rejected. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E all recommend
annual, rather than biannual, reporting, arguing that increased reporting frequency is burdensome,
excessive, costly, and not required by either AB 50 or SB 410.° They further recommend limiting the
magnitude of data to be collected, stating they lack the ability to collect much of the data listed in
Appendix B of the Proposed Decision, and that doing so will divert resources from energizing
customers. '°

First, the IOUs recommend modifying the biannual reporting frequency to annually. While
annual reporting may become sufficient after the Commission establishes its refined energization
targets in Phase 2, more frequent reporting is necessary immediately to inform Phase 2. In fact, the
Phase 2 schedule has party opening briefs on Phase 2 issues due in March 2025, and a Phase 2
Decision is scheduled to be issued in the third quarter of 2025.!! Without quarterly reporting as
CalCCA recommends in Opening Comments, !> data will not be available in time to inform the Phase 2
proceedings. The Commission should therefore reject the IOUs’ requests and require the IOUs to
report quarterly on the Appendix B data.

Second, the IOUs’ requests to narrow the data required by Appendix B should be rejected.
Information from the Appendix B reporting is necessary to accurately refine the targets and timelines
in Phase 2. As noted in the Proposed Decision, the data provided by the IOUs in response to the ALJ
Rulings was incomplete, and uncovered the need for increased reporting and monitoring to accurately
set the targets:

We find that the information provided by the large electric IOUs to
date is inadequate to support full implementation of Pub. Util. Code
§ 933.5(a)(2)(B). While the large electric IOUs collected some of
the data necessary to evaluate timeliness of customer energization

PG&E Opening Comments, at 5; SCE Opening Comments, at 8; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 2.
PG&E Opening Comments, at 5; SCE Opening Comments, at 8; and SDG&E Opening Comments, at 1.
i Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.24-01-018 (Mar. 28, 2024), at 9.

12 See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 10.



requests, there are many gaps that must be addressed to ensure
statutory compliance. '3

The IOUs cite the costs, staffing, and effort required to answer the data requests.'* SDG&E even tries
to entice the Commission to accept a “benefit” of narrowing the Appendix B requirements to “reduce|]
the amount of data [for Energy Division staff] to analyze, thereby reducing workload and associated
costs.”!> SDG&E misses the mark and its (and the other IOUs’) recommendations are the exact
opposite of what is needed — accurate, robust data to uncover the root causes of the extreme
energization delays and to set accurate and accelerated targets.

The IOUs’ requests to set annual and narrowed requirements for IOU reporting should be
rejected. Instead, the Commission should adopt CalCCA’s request for Appendix B quarterly reporting. !¢

IV.  THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT SVCE’S REQUEST THAT THE FINAL
DECISION APPLY TO EXISTING ENERGIZATION PROJECTS AND REJECT THE
IOUS’ REQUESTS TO DELAY THE FINAL DECISION’S EFFECTIVE DATE

The Commission should adopt SVCE’s recommendation to apply the final Decision’s
requirements to existing projects that began the energization process before the targets were adopted.!”
SVCE’s recommendation makes sense, to ensure pending energization projects benefit from the new
targets and timelines and to obtain data regarding those projects. CalCCA provides similar requests for
energization data for all pending energization projects in its Opening Comments. '8

The Commission should also reject the IOUs’ recommendations to delay the effective date of
the final Decision’s requirements, which will delay obtaining data on the root causes of the
energization backlog and worsen the energization crisis. The IOUs’ recommendations include
delaying the customer engagement requirements to allow additional time to develop processes and
train staff.!” SDG&E, seemingly ignoring the emergency energization delay situation, calls the

Proposed Decision’s requirement for the targets to take effect immediately “flawed,” stating that

Proposed Decision, at 47 (emphasis added).

14 PG&E Opening Comments, at 5; SCE Opening Comments, at 7-8; SDG&E Opening Comments, at 1-3.
15 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 3.

16 See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 10.

See SVCE Opening Comments, at 7 (““The Proposed Decision does not explain [its requirements’]
applicability to projects that may have already initiated contact with the IOU or gone through several steps in
the energization process. The applicability to this type of project should be retroactive, meaning that a project
that began the energization process before the targets were adopted but has not been energized for longer than
the applicable maximum energization timeline would indicate lack of compliance by the IOUs.”).

18 See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 5-8.

19 PG&E Opening Comments, at 3.



“from a legal perspective, nothing in SB 410 mandates an immediate or hasty implementation of the
energization targets or reporting requirements.”?? Therefore, SDG&E appears to believe that mere

implementation of the target energization time periods required by SB 410 by September 30, 2024, is

sufficient from a “legal perspective.” The legislative history of SB 410 and AB 50 belie SDG&E’s
interpretation of the urgency:

[D]elays for connecting electric vehicle fast chargers were around
70 weeks in PG&E territory in 2022. The slow connection of critical
climate appliances and resources could inhibit California’s targets
to decarbonize buildings and clean the grid. This legislation requires
the PUC to improve existing delays in interconnections, as well as
plan for future ones.?!

The legislative history also states:

Severe electric interconnectivity delays have become the everyday
reality of utility customers in California. In just one county located
in [the bill author’s] district, over 30 customers were told they would
have to wait over 10 years for their lights to be turned on. This is
unacceptable and alarming here in California, where we have set
some of the most ambitious climate goals in the world. Currently,
families and business-owners are being asked pay significant
planning fees — up to hundreds of thousands of dollars — upon
receiving “Will Serve” letters provided by utilities. As it turns out,
“Will Serve” really means “Will Serve Eventually.” As we strive to
advance housing development, expand business, and meet our
climate change goals, we have to get serious about the realities of
electrification.?

The Proposed Decision correctly captures the legislative intent, stating “it is imperative that utilities
begin planning and aiming to achieve these targets now.”?* The Commission should reject the IOUs’
recommendations to delay the effective date for implementation of the energization requirements.
V. CONCLUSION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these reply comments and requests adoption of

the recommendations proposed herein.

20 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 4.

2 California Senate Committee on Energy, Utilities and Communications, SB 410 (Mar. 13, 2023), at 8.
2 California Assembly Utilities and Energy Committee, Assembly Appropriations Committee, AB 50
(Wood) Assembly Third Reading, as amended (May 18, 2023), at 2.

23 Proposed Decision, at 62 (emphasis added).
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