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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
CalCCA'! offers the following recommendations, organized by section and topic, for the
Commission to:
e In response to section 3.1, topic 4 (FSC participant data sheets):

o Require PG&E to submit: (1) an unredacted Data Sheet in Excel format
that excludes feeder names; and (2) a separate list of affected feeders;

e In response to section 3.2, topics 1 and 2 (FSC participant selection process):

o Require the IOUs to provide information on their existing steps for
notifying the CCA supplying an FSCA candidate with generation service
about the requested capacity, load limits, and partial- and full-service
dates; and

o Require the IOUs to describe their existing processes for ensuring fair and
equitable treatment of FSC applicants, or propose a process to be adopted
under a standardized FSCA or tariff;

e In response to section 3.4. topic 3 (FSC buffer levels):

o Require the IOUs to establish consistent standards for buffers and
guidelines for leveraging equipment emergency ratings to protect against
load limit violations;

e In response to section 3.5, topic 2 (PG&E’s lessons learned from its existing

FSC):

o Require PG&E to respond to section 3.5, topic 2(g), describing the
technical criteria used to ensure that customer load under a Load Limit
Letter does not exceed the emergency rating of the capacity-constrained
equipment; and

o Require PG&E and SCE to respond to section 3.5, topic 2(h), describing
how choosing an FSCA impacts a customer’s place in the energization
queue.

! Acronyms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of this document,

California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s and
Southern California Edison Company’s Responses to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing
Utilities to File Additional Information Providing Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service
Connection Offerings, dated July 8, 2025.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish R.24-01-018
Energization Timelines.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
EDISON COMPANY’S RESPONSES TO THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S
RULING DIRECTING UTILITIES TO FILE ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
PROVIDING TRANSPARENCY ON CURRENT STATIC FLEXIBLE SERVICE
CONNECTION OFFERINGS

California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant
to: (1) Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File Additional Information
Providing Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings,’ dated May

22,2025 (FSC Ruling); (2) E-Mail Ruling Partially Granting Extension for Transparency Ruling

Comment and Response,? dated May 29, 2025 (FSC Extension Ruling); and (3) E-Mail Ruling

2 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.
3 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File Additional Information Providing
Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings, Rulemaking (R.) 24-01-018 (May
22 2025): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M566/K593/566593651.PDF.

E-Mail Ruling Partially Granting Extension for Transparency Ruling Comment and Response,
R.24-01-018 (May 29, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M566/K911/566911534.PDF.
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Providing Clarified FSC Data Sheet Excel File,” dated June 3, 2025 (FSC Excel Ruling)
(together, the FSC Comment Rulings).

I. INTRODUCTION

“Bridging solutions”® present valuable opportunities to energize customers prior to an
investor-owned utility’s (IOU) infrastructure upgrade to allow the delivery system to serve some
or all of a customer’s load. Both IOUs and non-I0Us, such as community choice aggregators
(CCA), can provide bridging solutions. The FSC Ruling requests information and comments on
the IOUs’ existing Flexible Service Connections (FSC), defined in the FSC Ruling as “the ability
to expeditiously energize new load to a utility’s distribution system with variable limits on the
import of electricity at certain times.”” Specifically, the FSC Ruling secks information on the
I0OUs’ existing FSCs to ensure transparency regarding these arrangements and to inform future
development of sample language for standardized FSC agreements (FSCA).

CalCCA appreciates the FSC Ruling’s in-depth questions, and the responses provided by
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and Southern California Edison Company (SCE).
CalCCA’s comments below focus solely on the FSC Ruling topics related to: (1) information to
facilitate providing generation service to customers taking service under FSC agreements; and (2)
information needed to develop the standardized FSCA. Therefore, CalCCA’s recommendations
are limited to the IOUs’ responses to: (1) section 3.1, topic 4 (FSC participant data sheets); (2)
section 3.2, topics 1 and 2 (FSC participant selection process); (3) section 3.4, topic 3 (FSC buffer

levels); and (4) section 3.5, topic 2 (PG&E’s lessons learned from its existing FSCs).

5 E-Mail Ruling Providing Clarified FSC Data Sheet Excel File, R.24-01-018 (June 3, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M567/K932/567932991.PDF.

6 Bridging solutions include improvements to the investor-owned utilities’ energization processes,
load flexibility options, and IOU and non-IOU owned distributed energy resources, which can enable the
timely energization of loads on circuits experiencing capacity constraints.

7 FSC Ruling, Footnote 2, at 2.
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CalCCA offers the following recommendations for the California Public Utilities

Commission (Commission) to:

e In response to section 3.1, topic 4 (FSC participant data sheets):

o Require PG&E to submit: (1) an unredacted FSC Participant Data Sheet
(Data Sheet) in Excel format that excludes feeder names; and (2) a
separate list of affected feeders;

e In response to section 3.2, topics 1 and 2 (FSC participant selection process):

o Require the IOUs to provide information on their existing steps for
notifying the CCA supplying an FSCA candidate with generation service
about the requested capacity, load limits, and partial- and full-service
dates; and

o Require the IOUs to describe their existing processes for ensuring fair and
equitable treatment of FSC applicants, or propose a process to be adopted
under a standardized FSCA or tariff;

e In response to section 3.4, topic 3 (FSC buffer levels):

o Require the IOUs to establish consistent standards for buffers and
guidelines for leveraging equipment emergency ratings to protect against
load limit violations;

e In response to section 3.5, topic 2 (PG&E’s lessons learned from its existing

FSC):

o Require PG&E to respond to section 3.5, topic 2(g), describing the
technical criteria used to ensure that customer load under a Load Limit
Letter does not exceed the emergency rating of the capacity-constrained
equipment; and

o Require PG&E and SCE to respond to section 3.5, topic 2(h), describing
how choosing an FSCA impacts a customer’s place in the energization
queue.



II. FSC RULING SECTION 3.1, TOPIC 4: PG&E SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
SUBMIT AN UNREDACTED FSC PARTICIPANT DATA SHEET IN EXCEL
FORMAT WITH A SEPARATE LIST OF AFFECTED FEEDERS

The Commission should require PG&E to unredact the Data Sheet’s fields with customer
connected load and load limit data to allow stakeholders to provide meaningful input for
developing a standardized FSCA. The Commission issued the FSC Ruling to provide transparency
on current IOU static FSC offerings, stating “[t]his ruling finds that a more fulsome record is
needed to inform parties’ filing of Sample Language and supporting information.”® Topic 4,
section 3.1 requests information regarding customers identified as eligible for a static FSC:

PG&E and SCE shall each provide data within the attached excel
[sic] format for all customers that have been identified as eligible
for a Static FSC. If additional data fields are necessary to adequately

describe the LLP offerings the IOU shall append appropriate
columns to the excel [sic] format.’

On June 6, 2025, PG&E filed public!® and submitted confidential!! versions of its
response to this topic. The Data Sheet included in the public version redacted the following data
for existing customers enrolled in its Load Limit Letter (LLL) FSC offerings: (1) customer
connected load; and (2) load limit data. PG&E’s basis for requesting confidential treatment of
the Data Sheet was that it includes customer-specific data, which may incorporate demand,

loads, names, addresses, and billing data.!?

8 Id. at 4.

? Id. at5.

10 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to Question 4 in Sections 3.1 of
Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Ultilities to File Additional Information Providing
Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings [Public Version], R.24-01-018
(June 6, 2025): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M568/K258/568258912.PDF.

1 See Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Motion for Leave to File Under Seal the
Response to Question 4 in Sections 3.1 of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File
Additional Information Providing Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings,
R.24-01-018 (June 6, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M568/K291/568291316.PDF.

12 Id. at 2.
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SCE also filed a response'? to topic 4 in section 3.1 of the FSC Ruling on June 6, 2025,
including a Data Sheet in an Excel spreadsheet format, sent separately to the service list for this
proceeding. Unlike PG&E, SCE did not redact data or feeder name data directly associated with
each project. Instead, SCE included a separate alphabetized list of the circuits on which actual or
candidate FSCA participants were located on page two of their response, without listing the
associated project.!*

Parties to this proceeding must have access to detailed FSC participant data to make
informed recommendations about a standardized FSCA. CalCCA, therefore, agrees with the
Environmental Defense Fund’s (EDF) June 11, 2025, comments on the FSC Ruling!® (EDF
Comments) requesting that the Commission require PG&E to unredact certain data in the Data
Sheet. EDF correctly points out that SCE’s Data Sheet includes the same type of data that PG&E
redacts, while still protecting customer confidentiality.!® SCE achieves this by decoupling
participant data from the feeder information in the Data Sheet, and instead providing a separate
list of affected feeders.

EDF further reasons that the data redacted by PG&E “could show, for example, that
PG&E’s load limit letters are only able to serve a small fraction of a customer’s requested load,

and may not represent a particularly useful model for a more widespread, formalized program.”!”

13 Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Response to Topic 4 in Section 3.1 of
Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File Additional Information Providing
Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings, R.24-01-018 (June 6, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M568/K294/568294761.PDEF.

14 Id. at2.

15 Environmental Defense Fund Comments on Administrative Law Judges’ Ruling Directing
Utilities to File Additional Information Providing Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service
Connection Offerings, R.24-01-018 (June 11, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M569/K592/569592874.PDF.

16 Id. at 3.

17 EDF Comments, at 3.
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CalCCA agrees and requests that the Commission require PG&E to submit: (1) an unredacted

Data Sheet in Excel file format that excludes feeder names; and (2) a separate list of affected

feeders to help parties to this proceeding make informed recommendations for sample FSCA

language.

III. FSC RULING SECTION 3.2, TOPIC 4: PG&E AND SCE SHOULD BE
REQUIRED TO PROVIDE TRANSPARENCY ON INFORMING CCAS ABOUT

FSCA CANDIDATES AND ENSURING FSCA CANDIDATE EQUITABLE
TREATMENT

The Commission should require the IOUs to provide information about their existing steps
for notifying CCAs that supply generation service to FSCA candidates about the expected
capacity, load limits, and partial- and full-service dates for these projects. Additionally, the IOUs
should be required to describe their existing processes to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of
these candidates. Neither PG&E’s!® nor SCE’s!® June 13 Responses to the FSC Ruling included
information about these steps in the participant selection process. Regardless of whether the IOUs
currently perform these steps, they should be included in any future standardized FSCA process.

Section 3.2, topic 4 (Providing Transparency around the Participant Selection Process for
Current Static FSC Offerings) requires:

(1) PG&E shall describe each step in the process it uses to determine an
LLL.

18 Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to Questions in Sections 3.2 Through 3.7

of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File Additional Information Providing
Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings, R.24-01-018 (June 13, 2025)
(PG&E June 13 Response):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M569/K525/569525911.PDF.

19 Southern California Edison Company’s (U 338-E) Response to Sections 3.2 Through 3.7 in
Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing Utilities to File Additional Information Providing
Transparency on Current Static Flexible Service Connection Offerings, R.24-01-018 (June 13, 2025)
(SCE June 13 Response):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M569/K592/569592885.PDF.
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(2) SCE shall describe each step in the process that it uses to determine
whether a customer is a good candidate for service under the LCMS pilot,
and the criteria that are used in conjunction with that information to make
the determination.

Recommendations for improving transparency in the participant selection process are
discussed in more detail below.

1. A Standardized FSCA Must Include a Step for Informing CCAs About
FSCA Candidates

CCAs are the default generation providers for customers within their service territories, and
they must be informed about potential large new loads that are being considered for FSCAs. Such
information will inform procurement of the appropriate level and timeline of generation resources
necessary to supply these loads until the full load can be connected. When CCAs forecast and
procure resources to supply new loads, they may be unaware of grid constraints at specific
locations that could delay the full load from coming online. CCAs should be notified during the
selection process about a customer’s requested capacity, the anticipated partial and complete
energization dates, and the agreed-upon load limits and durations for any FSC candidates within
their service areas. Absent this information, CCAs risk over-procuring to serve a large load that
may not fully materialize for the duration of their load limit or until long-lead time grid
improvements are completed to serve the entire load. Amidst a rate affordability crisis in
California, such unnecessary procurement costs should be avoided.

Many CCAs also offer load flexibility and distributed energy resource (DER) programs
that could help customers manage loads under an FSCA.?° Knowing that a customer is a candidate

for an FSCA and understanding the agreement's parameters could help CCAs tailor offerings to

20 See, e.g., Richmond Advanced Energy Community Includes Virtual Power Plant and Zero Net

Carbon Homes for Underserved Residents (June 21, 2022): https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-unveils-
plans-for-virtual-power-plant-to-benefit-disadvantaged-richmond-residents-and-businesses/.
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support customers with static load limits. Making CCAs aware of FSCA candidates allows them to
discuss DER and load flexibility options to help manage their loads within the limits of the FSCA.
CCA load flexibility options, including DER Management Systems (DERMS) programs, can help
customers manage capacity beyond when grid upgrades are completed, which can also help IOUs
optimize capacity to serve future loads and reduce costs for ratepayers.

2. PG&E and SCE Should be Required to Describe How They Currently

Ensure Fair and Equitable Treatment of FSCA Applicants or Propose a
Process for Future FSCA Candidates

SCE’s and PG&E’s responses do not describe how they ensure fair and equitable
treatment of FSCA applicants. For example, do the IOUs prioritize customers from specific
customer categories (e.g., data centers, electric vehicle charging providers, industrial customers),
those who were first in the energization queue, or those with the largest loads? If more than one
customer on the same feeder applies for an FSCA, how would the IOUs determine which one is
selected? Given the potential expansion of FSC options in response to the expected growth of
electrification, there must be a process to ensure fair, equitable, and consistent treatment of
FSCA candidates across all IOUs. The Commission should require the IOUs to provide
information on how they currently manage these situations or propose a process for ensuring fair
and equitable treatment of FSCA candidates.

IV.  FSC RULING SECTION 3.4, TOPIC 3: THE 10US SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO

ESTABLISH CONSISTENT STANDARDS FOR BUFFERS AND GUIDELINES
FOR LEVERAGING EQUIPMENT EMERGENCY RATINGS

The I0Us should be required to establish consistent standards for determining load limit
buffers and guidelines for leveraging equipment emergency ratings to inform the development of
a future standardized FSCA. Such standards will ensure the IOUs balance the need to provide
options for reducing energization times on constrained feeders with the goal of maintaining rate

affordability.



Section 3.4, topic 3 of the FSC Ruling, Providing Transparency on Methodology for

Computing Static FSC Profiles, requires PG&E and SCE to detail:?!

(a) The load buffer level they currently use for each different type of
distribution infrastructure (e.g., service conductor, service transformer,
primary conductor, etc.) in their FSCs.

(b) The reason(s) why the load buffer level is set to this limit (i.e., the risks
the utility is seeking to minimize).

(c) Any internal (e.g., Greenbook) or external (e.g., IEEE C.57.91)
standard(s) utilized in setting this buffer.

(d) To what extent each IOU is comfortable with reducing the buffer level
to allow FSCs to maximize the utilization of existing infrastructure?

In response to these subtopics, PG&E states that it uses a zero-percent load limit buffer

for static FSCs equal to 100 percent of the equipment's normal rating.? It further explains that it

sets most load limits “such that failure to comply might result in exceeding normal ratings but

not emergency ratings.”* This essentially leverages the difference between the equipment’s

normal and emergency ratings as an additional buffer. PG&E also states that it may increase the

buffer “to ensure the safety, reliability, and asset health of its equipment.”?* SCE, on the other

hand, explains that it established a five percent buffer, based on the normal rating of the most

constrained equipment, but did not consider the use of emergency ratings.>> SCE reasons that:

Given the infancy and experimental nature of the LCMS pilot, the
potential risks of grid overload if the control system technology fails
to operate as intended, and the limited knowledge of power control

21
22
23
24
25

FSC Ruling, at 8.

PG&E June 13 Response, at 8.
Ibid.

Id. at 9.

SCE June 13 Response, at 6.



system technology maturity, maintaining a 5% buffer is reasonable
from a system safety perspective.®

CalCCA recommends that the Commission require the IOUs to establish consistent
standards for buffers and guidelines for leveraging equipment emergency ratings to protect
against load limit violations. CalCCA supports the development of static FSCs but encourages
the Commission to ensure the IOUs balance the need to minimize energization delays by
temporarily limiting loads with the potential impact of service disruptions and equipment
damage caused by load limit violations. Specifically, CalCCA is concerned that some responses
to load limit violations may result in “de-energizing customer load, which may also impact other
»27

customers on the same circuit.

V.  FSC RULING SECTION 3.5, TOPIC 2: PG&E SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO
PROVIDE RESPONSES TO TOPICS 2(G) AND 2(H)

The Commission should require PG&E to submit responses to section 3.5 (Providing
Transparency Around Learnings from Current FSCs), topics 2(g) and 2(h) of the FSC Ruling,
which PG&E failed to provide. This information is necessary for parties to develop proposed
FSCA language pertaining to the enforcement of FSC limits and to ensure future FSC offerings
consider the impacts on energization queues. The FSC Ruling requires PG&E to elaborate on the
following issues under section 3.5, topic 2:%8

(g) PG&E shall detail the technical criteria used to ensure that customer

load under an LLL does not exceed the emergency rating of the capacity-
constrained equipment.

(h) How is a customer’s place in the energization queue impacted, if at all,
by choosing an FSCA?

Recommendations for each subtopic are discussed in more detail below.

26 Id. at7.
27 PG&E June 13 Response, at 12.
28 FSC Ruling, at 9.
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1. Section 3.5, Topic 2(g): Technical Criteria for Equipment Emergency
Ratings

PG&E states in response to topic 3(b), section 3.4 that “most Load Limits are set such
that a failure to comply might result in exceeding normal ratings but not emergency ratings.”?’
However, PG&E did not provide the technical criteria for determining that emergency ratings
will not be exceeded as required in the FSC Ruling. Furthermore, in its response to topic 2(e) in
section 3.5, PG&E describes the potential consequences of violations of load limits, stating:

If protective equipment has been configured to trip before
emergency ratings are exceeded, a violation could result in de-

energizing customer load, which may also impact other customers
on the same circuit.

PG&E’s responses confirm the potential for severe negative impacts on other customers
and equipment damage or failure resulting from customer load limit violations that trip
protective equipment or exceed distribution system equipment emergency ratings. By failing to
provide the technical criteria it uses to ensure customers taking service under an LLL will not
exceed equipment emergency ratings, PG&E deprives parties of vital information for developing
standardized FSCA language. The Commission should, therefore, require PG&E to respond to
this topic before parties are asked to provide sample FSCA language.

2. Section 3.5, Topic 2(h): Queue Impacts for FSC Customers

California’s greenhouse gas reduction goals and technological advances are fueling the
rapid growth of electrification. Interest in FSC options is likely to also grow at a time when IOUs
already struggle to make timely grid upgrades. Lengthy energization queues impact project
economics and are essential considerations for customers planning new loads. Customers should

be informed whether their decision to take service under an FSCA might affect their position in

29 PG&E June 13 Response, at 8.
30 Id. at 12.

11



the energization queue so they can decide whether doing so is in their best interests. Likewise,
non-FSCA energization applicants must be informed of the impact on their queue positions due
to having an FSCA candidate on the same feeder. The Commission should require PG&E to
provide a response to section 3.5, topic 2(h) to ensure all energization applicants can make
informed planning decisions. While the Commission did not require SCE to respond to this topic,
its energization applicants should know the impact on their queue positions due to FSCAs.
Therefore, the Commission should also consider requiring SCE to respond to this topic.
VI. CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments
herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

Jeaundplic

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

July 8, 2025
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