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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the following with respect to the PD: 

• The PD’s closure of the proceeding should be rejected, and instead the Commission 
should open a new track to ensure compliance with Public Utilities Code section 
366.2(c)(9) regarding ensuring IOUs provide customer data to CCAs, and sections 
1701.1 and 1701.5 regarding addressing all scoped issues in the timeframe 
established in the Scoping Memo including:  

o Identifying and establishing the processes and requirements for IOUs to 
provide all data, accurately and consistently, to allow CCAs to offer 
dynamic pricing to unbundled customers; and  

o Establishing the additional systems and processes allowing CCAs to 
participate in the calculation and billing for dynamic rates; 

o Discussing results from mid-term and final RTP pilot evaluations and 
identifying updates based on results; 

• The PD’s requirement that IOUs provide detailed descriptions in their DF Rate 
Proposals regarding their planned collaboration with CCAs on various features of 
DF rates and DF rate programs should be adopted and amended to include details 
regarding CCA system integration and ASP coordination; and 

• The PD’s rate design guidance for both LSEs and IOUs should be adopted, while 
additional components are developed for systems and processes and as a result of 
learnings from the expanded pilots.  

 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 



 

 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON THE 
PROPOSED DECISION 

 
The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments 

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

Practice and Procedure3 on the proposed Decision Adopting Guidelines for Pacific Gas and 

Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company 

on Demand Flexibility Rate Design Proposals4 (PD), dated July 25, 2025.   

I. INTRODUCTION 
The PD adopts guidelines for investor-owned utilities (IOU) for demand flexibility (DF) 

rate design proposals (DF Rate Proposals), which will allow the IOUs to implement DF rates as a 

tool for achieving load shifting. The PD, however, closes the proceeding without addressing 

scoped issues 4, 5, and 6, related to systems and processes to enable access to dynamic rates, 

Commission support on implementing the California Energy Commission (CEC) Load 

Management Standards (LMS),5 or evaluation or expansion of the existing dynamic rate pilots. 

As a result, CalCCA provides the following comments and requested modifications on the PD.  

First, the PD fails to proceed in the manner required by law by prematurely closing the 

proceeding without addressing scoped issues that will allow unbundled customers to participate 

in dynamic pricing. While the PD does address unbundled customers and dynamic pricing rate 

design, it fails to resolve scoped systems and processes issues, including CCA data access, and 

cost responsibility surrounding those systems and processes. This failure to resolve scoped issues 

prejudices CCAs by failing to provide what is necessary to allow unbundled customers to benefit 

from DF. Closing the proceeding prematurely also fails to allow the incorporation of learnings 

 
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  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California Code of 
Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021). 
4  [Proposed] Decision Adopting Guidelines for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California 
Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Demand Flexibility Rate Design Proposals, 
Rulemaking (R.) 22-07-005 (July 25, 2025).  
5  Title 20, California Code of Regulations (CCR) § 1623 et seq. 
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from the pilots which must be considered in the context of rate design, and systems and 

processes for implementation. Instead, the PD should open a new track to address these issues. 

Second, the PD’s requirement that IOU DF Rate Proposals incorporate a plan on 

collaboration with the CCAs regarding DF rate features and programs should be adopted. This 

requirement should be expanded to require the IOUs to include a description of how CCAs will 

interact with the IOU systems enabling DF rates, and how the IOUs will share information with 

CCAs and customers regarding automated service providers (ASPs) access. 

Finally, the Commission should adopt the PD’s rate design guidance to enable LSE 

participation in DF rate programs, but should acknowledge that the findings do not address how 

unbundled dynamic generation rates will be implemented. This implementation should occur 

through the systems and processes described in scoped item 4.  In addition, the PD’s guidance 

for IOU rate design proposals is appropriate as interim guidance, but should eventually 

incorporate learnings from the expanded pilots, as well as features necessary to interact with 

adopted systems and processes. 

CalCCA recommends the following with respect to the PD: 

• The PD’s closure of the proceeding should be rejected, and instead the Commission 
should open a new track to ensure compliance with Public Utilities Code section 
366.2(c)(9)6 regarding ensuring IOUs provide customer data to CCAs, and sections 
1701.1 and 1701.5 regarding addressing all scoped issues in the timeframe 
established in the Scoping Memo including:  

o Identifying and establishing the processes and requirements for IOUs to 
provide all data, accurately and consistently, to allow CCAs to offer 
dynamic pricing to unbundled customers; and  

o Establishing the additional systems and processes allowing CCAs to 
participate in the calculation and billing for dynamic rates; 

o Discussing results from mid-term and final RTP pilot evaluations and 
identifying updates based on results; 

• The PD’s requirement that IOUs provide detailed descriptions in their DF Rate 
Proposals regarding their planned collaboration with CCAs on various features of 
DF rates and DF rate programs should be adopted and amended to include details 
regarding CCA system integration and ASP coordination; and 

• The PD’s rate design guidance for both LSEs and IOUs should be adopted, while 
additional components are developed for systems and processes and as a result of 
learnings from the expanded pilots.  

 
6  All section references herein are to the Public Utilities Code, unless otherwise stated. 
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II. BACKGROUND 
California’s pursuit of load shifting through DF rates is in flux. The state’s interest in 

dynamic pricing stems from persistent challenges like high summer peak loads that threaten 

reliability, as well as ensuring affordability in the face of large rate increases. While both the 

Commission and the CEC are working to advance load shifting through dynamic pricing mandates, 

pilots, and other programs, many of the core elements of these programs remain in development, 

leaving key design, implementation, and participation details unsettled. 

A. CEC LMS 
The CEC’s January 2023 amendments to the Load Management Standards (LMS), require 

Large IOUs, Large CCAs, and Large publicly owned utilities (POU) to offer hourly or sub-hourly 

dynamic rates or programs by 2027.7 LMS implementation includes five overall elements: (1) 

marginal cost-based rates and/or programs; (2) the Market Informed Demand Automation Service 

(MIDAS) to hold LSE time-dependent rates; (3) the Single Statewide Tool (SST) to allow third 

parties to access customer rate information; (4) public information programs to ensure customers 

understand the dynamic pricing offerings; and (5) LSE compliance plans to explain compliance 

with the various requirements.8 Although the IOUs, CCAs, and POUs continue to comply with the 

timeframes for completion of the LMS elements, every category is still under construction: the 

SST is not yet complete, many compliance plans remain under review, dynamic hourly rates are 

still in pilot testing, and the CEC continues its improvements to MIDAS. The CEC stated in the 

early stages of the LMS rulemaking that CCAs as providers of electric service to a large sector of 

California electric customers need to be part of LMS to ensure its overall effectiveness: 

The Warren-Alquist Act was adopted prior to the creation of CCAs, 
however CCAs function within the service territory of IOUs. The 
load management standards apply to electric utility service 
territories, which include customers served by CCAs that operate 
within the service territory of IOUs. For load management 
standards to function in a manner that meets the intent of the 
statute, the standards need to apply to most electric customers. To 
the extent CCA service is increasing rapidly, any other 

 
7  Title 20, CCR §§ 1623(d)(2), 1623.1(b)(4). Note that while LMS requires CCAs to offer dynamic 
rates or programs by 2027, CCA governing boards have sole authority over the rates that they adopt. 
8  Id. § 1621(c)(8), (9), and (10) (MIDAS), § 1632(c)(2)(A) (SST), § 1632.1(b)(5) (public 
information programs), §§ 1621(d)(1), 1623.1(a)(1)(C) (LMS compliance plans). 
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interpretation would diminish the effectiveness of the load 
management standards and defeat the purpose of the statute.9 

Despite CCAs being targeted as essential to meeting statewide DF goals, the tools and processes 

needed for their full participation in the LMS are still largely not available.  

B. R.22-07-005 
Soon after the opening of the LMS rulemaking, the Commission opened this proceeding in 

July of 2022 to enable DF through electric rates and to discuss the implementation of the income-

graduated fixed charge (IGFC) ordered by Assembly Bill 205. The Order Instituting Rulemaking 

(OIR) advances six objectives, the last of which is to “enable participation in demand flexibility by 

both bundled and unbundled customers.”10 The Scoping Memo reinforces this objective, scoping 

in two questions regarding unbundled customers.11 First, the Scoping Memo addresses how DF 

rate design can ensure that unbundled customers can participate: 

Track B Scoping Issue 3.e: How should demand flexibility rates be 
designed to enable all load serving entities to have the option to 
participate? 

Second, the Scoping Memo addresses what systems and processes are necessary to ensure 

both bundled and unbundled customers have access to those prices: 

Track B Scoping Issue 4: How should the Commission ensure 
access to dynamic electricity prices by bundled and unbundled 
customers, devices, distributed energy resources, and third-party 
service providers? What systems and processes should the 
Commission authorize for access to prices and responding to price 
signals?   
a. What systems and processes should the Commission authorize for 
computation of dynamic prices for bundled and unbundled 
customers?  
b. What systems and processes should the Commission authorize to 
enable load serving entities to offer unbundled customers the option 
to take service on dynamic electricity prices? 
c. What systems and processes should the Commission authorize to 
enable third-party service providers (e.g., automation service 

 
9  CEC Docket 19-OIR-01, Draft Staff Analysis of Potential Amendments to the Load 
Management Standards (Mar. 23, 2021), at 19 (emphasis added). 
10  Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates, R.22-07-
005 (July 14, 2022) (OIR), at 1 (emphasis added). 
11  Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.22-07-005 (Nov. 2, 2022) 
(Scoping Memo).  
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providers, device manufacturers) to offer demand flexibility 
services to customers?  
d. What systems and processes should the Commission authorize to 
enable customers to optimize and pre-schedule their energy use to 
provide demand flexibility (e.g., forward transactions)?  
e. What are the costs associated with these systems and processes 
(for access to prices and responding to price signals), and how 
should these costs be recovered?   
f. How should these systems and processes (for access to prices and 
responding to price signals) be managed and overseen (e.g., utility 
administration or third-party administration)? 

In addition, the Scoping Memo addresses the need to support the implementation of LMS: 

Track B Scoping Issue 3.f: How should demand flexibility rates be 
designed to comply with the California Energy Commission’s 
amendments to the Load Management Standards? 
Track B Scoping Issue 5: How should the Commission support the 
implementation of the amendments to the California Energy 
Commission’s Load Management Standards?     

The Scoping Memo splits the proceeding into two Tracks – Track A addresses the IGFC, 

and Track B addresses the DF rate design (through Working Group (WG) 1) and systems and 

processes (through WG 2)). 

1. Working Group 1  
WG1 discussed updates to the Commission’s existing Electric Rate Design Principles and 

new Demand Flexibility Design Principles (DFRP), which the Commission formalized in Decision 

(D.) 23-04-040. These principles guide the development of DF rates and incorporate enabling 

bundled and unbundled customer access to DF rates. DFRP 4 states: “The systems and processes 

for calculating dynamic price signals should include bundled and unbundled rate components so 

that any load serving entity can elect to participate.”12 CalCCA participated in WG 1 meetings to 

ensure unbundled customer interests were represented during the rate design discussions. CalCCA 

also provided input on rate design into the WG Report and provided comments on the Report.13 

 
12  D.23-04-040, Decision Adopting Electric Rate Design Principles and Demand Flexibility Design 
Principles, R.22-07-005 (Apr. 27, 2023), at 3 (emphasis added). 
13  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Track B Working Group Report, R.22-
07-005 (Nov. 13, 2023), at 5 (summarizing CalCCA’s positions on WG 1 Proposals). 
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2. Working Group 2 
WG 2 addressed the systems and processes for access to prices and responding to price 

signals. CalCCA and member CCA staff participated to inform the development of systems and 

processes for enabling DF rates, which included presentations on barriers for CCA unbundled 

customer participation in dynamic pricing. Chief among the barriers identified are data access and 

data quality. CalCCA and its member CCAs participated in multiple meetings with each IOU and 

Energy Division Staff to discuss the barriers.14 CalCCA’s comments in the WG Report section on 

Questions 4b and 4e regarding CCA enablement detailed the different states of data access across 

IOU service areas for PG&E,  SCE,  and SDG&E.15 These comments primarily focused on the data 

necessary for enabling CCAs to develop and implement their own DF rates: hourly or sub-hourly 

interval data, both billing-quality and non-billing-quality.  

3. Ongoing Data Access and Quality Issues 
In the intervening 22 months, each IOU has worked with CCAs to improve access to these 

data; however, issues remain. These issues include both access to data and quality of data. 

Regarding access, SCE and SDG&E provide hourly, billing-quality data for all customers to the 

CCAs in their service area approximately 30 days after power flow; however, PG&E does not. 

PG&E claims that it cannot provide this data fully until its Billing Modernization Initiative 

(BMI)16 is complete in 2029. However, PG&E has offered to provide hourly, billing-quality 

interval data for up to 600,000 accounts and possibly more if CCAs request the data. Currently, 

PG&E only provides this type of data for customers on Net Billing Tariff (NBT) and those 

participating in the expanded RTP pilots. Of the billing-quality interval data PG&E is providing 

related to the expanded RTP pilots, CCAs are receiving data for only some of their customers 

participating in the pilots. This remains a significant impediment to the CCAs in PG&E’s service 

area due to the reliance on this billing-quality data for developing DF rates. 

In terms of quality, CCAs are experiencing data quality issues in all IOU service areas 

related to both billing-quality and non-billing quality Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) 

data. AMI data is needed for implementing DF rates for forecasting and load management. Billing-

 
14  Id. at 5, n.4 (describing the meetings on barriers between the CCAs, IOUs, and Energy Division). 
15  Id. at 11-22. 
16  See Working Group Report, R.22-07-005 (Oct. 11, 2023), at 233-234 (PG&E’s proposal for 
addressing billing usage data access barrier stating that the long-term solution is part of PG&E’s billing 
system upgrade); see also Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 M) for Approval of Its 
Billing Modernization Initiative, Application (A.) 24-10-014 (Oct. 23, 2024). 
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quality data takes more time to process and, therefore, is shared with more delay than non-billing-

quality data. SCE’s Snowflake platform provides AMI data within two days of power flow to a 

customer; however, issues exist with the volatility and accuracy of data sets. SDG&E’s data lake 

solution provides SDG&E CCAs with AMI data within three days of power flow, but CCAs are 

required to pull the most recent seven days of complete data each call, rather than pulling deltas 

day over day. SDG&E’s AMI data has inconsistencies in large counts of meters with daily sum 

usage of zero values, and clarity issues continue with data quality metrics.  

Currently, CCAs across IOU service areas are not on equal footing, with some having 

better access to data than others. In addition to inequitable access, data quality is also an issue due 

to the differing data platforms used by the IOUs. While CalCCA and its members appreciate the 

work and collaboration by the IOUs, the Commission still has an obligation to provide directives 

to the IOUs to establish universal standards for data provision and troubleshooting.  

C. Commission Proceedings Addressing CCA Overall Data Access Needs 
Outside of Dynamic Pricing 

CCA data access issues are significant, especially for CCAs in PG&E service area. Other 

pending Commission proceedings are considering these data access issues, but none are 

considering them for the purpose of CCAs being able to offer dynamic pricing. Indeed, this 

proceeding is the appropriate place to address that issue. As an example of another proceeding 

addressing CCA data access issues, the Scoping Memo in the Distributed Energy Resources (DER) 

proceeding, R.22-11-013, asks what rules and requirements the Commission should develop or 

modify to improve data access to support utilization of DERs and to align with the DF OIR and 

High DER Future Grid OIR.17 CCAs have provided input regarding interval data in the DER Data 

Working Group as they did in the DF WG Report, but there is no certainty that solutions will be 

developed based on that input or by when. Based on the Data Working Group’s launch in 

September 2024 and the original scope of the proceeding, a PD in R.22-11-013 addressing Data 

Working Group recommendations may not be issued until April or May of 2026, which would 

further delay CCA ability to support the implementation of DF rates. And, as stated above, the data 

access issues being addressed in the DER proceeding relate primarily to support DER utilization. 

Again, this proceeding should address data access related to dynamic pricing. 

 
17  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.22-11-013 (May 31, 2023), at 3. 
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Similarly, the Joint PG&E CCAs introduced the need for access to hourly, billing-quality 

interval data in PG&E’s Billing Modernization Initiative (BMI) application.18 Even if the 

Commission orders PG&E to provide that data to CCAs in its territory based on the BMI 

application, that would only address the issue for one IOU and would not occur until the end of 

2029. The DF proceeding is the only proceeding explicitly scoped to resolve this barrier to 

accessing data to enable DF rates and to do so in time for LMS compliance. 

D. CCA Participation in Real-Time Pricing Pilots 
The real-time pricing (RTP) pilots testing DF rates are also ongoing and rely on CCA 

involvement. Soon after the Commission published the WG Report, the Commission issued D.24-

01-032 to expand the RTP pilots being implemented by PG&E, Valley Clean Energy (VCE) (a 

CCA located in PG&E’s service territory), and SCE. The Energy Division Staff Proposal that 

informs D.24-01-032 asserts that pilot expansion will help IOUs and CCAs “gain important 

operational experience in offering dynamic rates to customers across different applications and 

capabilities,” for complying with LMS.19 Decision 24-01-032 also includes pilot evaluation 

provisions stipulating that PG&E and SCE shall submit mid-term and final evaluations by August 

1, 2026, and March 1, 2028, respectively.20 As with any evaluation, the results are important for 

potential pivoting of pilot implementation and for informing future program and rate design by the 

Commission. With the pilot mid-term and final evaluations outstanding, and other DF elements in 

flux including systems and processes necessary for CCA participation in DF related to data 

unresolved, many of the scoped items in this proceeding have not been addressed. As a result, this 

DF proceeding should not be closed as set forth in the PD. Instead, a separate track should be 

established to address necessary changes to DF rate structure based on pilot learnings and the data 

access and systems and processes issues. 

III. THE PD FAILS TO PROCEED IN THE MANNER REQUIRED BY LAW BY 
PREMATURELY CLOSING THE PROCEEDING  
The PD fails to proceed in the manner required by law by prematurely closing the 

proceeding without addressing scoped items that will allow unbundled customers to participate 

in dynamic pricing. While the PD does address unbundled customers and dynamic pricing rate 

 
18  See Prepared Direct Testimony of Kyra J. Coyle on Behalf of The Joint Community Choice 
Aggregators in PG&E’s Billing Modernization Initiative, A.24-10-014 (June 30, 2025), at 49, Table 6. 
19  Staff Proposal on Existing Dynamic Rate Pilot Expansion in Demand Flexibility Rulemaking 
(R.22-07-005), R.22-07-005 (Aug. 15, 2023), at 2 (listing the second benefit of expanding the pilots). 
20  D.24-01-032, at 82, COL 37. 
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design, it fails to resolve scoped systems and processes issues, including CCA data access, and 

cost responsibility surrounding those systems and processes. Closing the proceeding prematurely 

also fails to allow the incorporation of learnings from the expanded pilots which must be 

considered in the context of rate design, and the systems and processes for implementation. 

As set forth in more detail below, closing the proceeding will result in the Commission 

failing to proceed in the manner required by law in at least two ways. First, failing to address 

scoped issues violates sections 1701.1 and 1705.1 requiring the Commission to issue a Scoping 

Memo describing the issues to be addressed, and to resolve those issues within the timeframe set 

forth in the Scoping Memo. Here, the Commission scoped the development of the systems and 

processes to enable unbundled customer participation in dynamic pricing into the proceeding, 

which has not been resolved. Second, section 366.2 requires the Commission to ensure CCA 

access to customer data, which it has failed to do here despite the Commission and parties 

extensively addressing the issue throughout the proceeding. Despite promising in the PD that 

“[t]he Commission will address these issues in one or more new rulemakings,” the failure to 

address the scoped issues in this proceeding will result in the Commission failing to proceed in 

the manner required by law. As a result, the Commission should keep the proceeding open and 

establish a track and timetable to address these systems and processes issues.  

A. The PD’s Failure to Resolve Scoped Issues Prior to Closing the Proceeding 
Violates Sections 1701.1 and 1701.5 and Prejudices Unbundled Customers  

The PD’s failure to resolve scoped issues prior to closing the proceeding violates sections 

1701.1, and 1701.5, to the detriment of CCAs and their unbundled customers. Section 

1701.1(b)(1) requires the assigned commissioner to “issue by order or ruling a scoping memo 

that describes the issues to be considered and the applicable timetable for resolution . . . .” 

Section 1701.5 states that the Commission “shall resolve the issues raised in the scoping memo 

within 18 months of the date the proceeding is initiated . . . .”21 If the Commission is not able to 

meet that deadline, section 1701.5 requires it to “make[] a written determination that the deadline 

cannot be met, including findings as to the reason, and issue[] an order extending the deadline.”22 

Here, the Commission noted in the Scoping Memo its intent to complete the proceeding in 24 

months “[d]ue to the complexity and number of issues in this proceeding.”23 In addition, Rule 

 
21  Section 1701.5(a). 
22  Ibid. 
23 Scoping Memo, at 10. 
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7.3 of the Commission’s Rules require the issuance of a “scoping memo for the proceeding, 

which shall determine the schedule . . ., issues to be addressed, and need for hearing.”  

As noted in caselaw interpreting these scoping memo requirements, “[i]dentifying the 

issues under consideration facilitates informed participation—including presentation of 

arguments and evidence—by those who may have a stake in the resolution of those issues.”24 

The court went on to state that “[i]f the Commission cannot fairly be said to have complied with 

the statutory scoping memo requirement, it has failed to regularly pursue its authority.”25 

Therefore, if the Commission fails to consider scoped issues, and the deviation from the Scoping 

Memo causes prejudice, a court will reverse the Commission’s actions.26 

1. The Commission Failed to Address Scoped Issues 
The Commission failed to address scoped issues prior to closing the proceeding in 

violation of sections 1701.1 and 1701.5. As noted above in Section II.B., the Scoping Memo 

specifically asks how the Commission can ensure access to dynamic electricity prices by 

unbundled customers, what systems and processes need to be authorized for access to those 

prices, and how unbundled customers can be enabled to take service on dynamic prices.27 It is 

these scoped issues, regarding systems and processes (and the costs associated with those 

systems) necessary for the Commission to adopt to ensure LSEs can implement dynamic rates to 

their unbundled customers, that the Commission fails to resolve in the PD or in the proceeding. 

In many cases in which courts side with the Commission regarding whether a Decision departs 

from the Scoping Memo, the court finds that an issue raised by the petitioner was not explicitly 

included or excluded from the scoped issues. Early in this proceeding, the Commission explicitly 

acknowledged that the systems and processes contemplated in the Scoping Memo include issues 

regarding CCA access to data from the IOUs for billing related to dynamic pricing: 

CalCCA proposed to specify that the systems and processes 
necessary for CCAs to participate in demand flexibility and dynamic 
pricing include (i) CCA access to data from IOUs for the timely 
receipt of billing quality interval data to view CCA load, and (ii) 

 
24  Golden State Water Co. v. Public Utils. Comm’n (2024) 15 Cal.5th 380, 394-395.   
25  Ibid. 
26  See Southern California Edison Co. v. Pub. Utils. Comm’n (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 1085, at 1106-
07 (Commission’s failure to comply with its scoping memo constitutes reversible error if the failure to do 
so was prejudicial); see also Bullseye Telecom, Inc. v. California Pub. Utils. Comm’n (2021) 66 
Cal.App.5th 301, 324 (even if the Commission deviates from the Scoping Memo, petitioner must show 
that the deviation was significant or that it was prejudiced by it). 
27  Scoping Memo, at 5. 
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upgrades to IOU systems to incorporate billing and settlement of the 
dynamic rates for CCA customers. Cal Advocates and PG&E 
responded by pointing out that the scoping memo for this proceeding 
anticipates for a working group to develop a proposal to address this 
issue. We agree that the question of which systems and processes 
are needed to enable unbundled customers to participate in demand 
flexibility and dynamic pricing will be addressed through the 
working group proposal process described in the scoping memo.28 

Therefore, the Commission found that: 

It is reasonable for the Commission to adopt the following as 
Demand Flexibility Design Principle 4:  The systems and processes 
for calculating dynamic price signals should be able to include 
bundled and unbundled rate components so that any load serving 
entity can elect to participate.29 

It is clear that the Commission considers CCA data access to be within scope of this 

proceeding. The Commission also acknowledges in the PD that “[t]his decision closes R.22-07-

005 without resolving remaining Phase 1 scoping issues of this proceeding, which include . . . 

Track B, Working Group 2 Issues 4, 5, and 6 that relate to systems and processes to enable 

access to dynamic rates . . . .”30  As noted below, this failure to resolve key issues is detrimental 

to CCAs and their customers. 

2. CCAs are Prejudiced by the Commission’s Failure to Address Scoped 
Issues 

  CCAs are prejudiced by the Commission’s failure to address scoped issues. CalCCA has 

been an active participant from the beginning of this proceeding, after the Commission 

“encouraged” “a]ll [CCAs] to participate in this proceeding in the OIR.”31 At its first opportunity 

in Comments on the OIR, CalCCA commented that:  

Effective operation of demand flexibility tools requires timely 
access to usage data. While the IOUs presumably have real-time 
access, CCAs . . . depend on the IOU billing systems to obtain data 
necessary to compute bills for their customers. Today, however, 
data accessibility varies by utility and is insufficient to meet CCAs’ 
needs; the Commission should set standards for data quality and 
accessibility across all IOU territories to help ensure that all 

 
28  D.23-04-040, Decision Adopting Electric Rate Design Principles and Demand Flexibility Design 
Principles, R.22-07-005 (May 3, 2023), at 30-31 (citing CalCCA, Cal Advocates, and PG&E Comments). 
29  Id. at 31. 
30  PD, at 11 (emphasis added). 
31  See OIR, at 11. 
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providers can offer effective dynamic rate options to their 
customers. The lack of access to real-time usage data is a barrier 
to CCAs being able to offer the kinds of expanded demand 
flexibility tools to customers contemplated by this proceeding. 
Without addressing this asymmetry in data access, the 
Commission would inadvertently prevent the majority of 
customers from being able to contribute to meeting statewide 
goals.32 

Indeed, in Working Group 2, CalCCA presented and commented extensively on these needs. 

Energy Division and the IOUs also met with CalCCA on a number of occasions to address these 

data access barriers. All three IOUs worked to improve the data access issues, but as noted above 

in Section II.B.3., issues remain. Also not resolved are the additional systems and processes 

needed to compute the different components of dynamic pricing, which has been contemplated in 

both this proceeding and in LMS.33 While the IOUs move ahead with rate design and their own 

systems which can presumably interface with their billing systems, the CCAs will face barriers 

when implementing dynamic pricing without having timely and accurate data bill for those rates.  

The Commission should in this proceeding resolve the data access and accuracy problems 

to ensure unbundled customers can access dynamic rates on an equal footing as bundled 

customers. Moreover, the Commission should address the systems and processes necessary for 

computing rates, and how the costs associated with the systems and processes developed for 

accessing prices and responding to price signals should be recovered. The Commission’s failure 

to address these issues prior to closing the proceeding prejudices CCAs and their customers. 

B. Failing to Resolve Data Access Issues for CCA Unbundled Customers to 
Access Dynamic Pricing Violates Section 366.2’s Requirement that the 
Commission Ensure CCA Access to Customer Data 

The Commission’s failure to address the data access and accuracy issues in the context of 

dynamic pricing also violates the Commission’s duty under section 366.2(c)(9) to ensure IOUs 

provide to CCAs necessary billing and electrical load data, including electrical consumption data, 

for CCAs to offer dynamic pricing. As set forth above in Section II.B.3, CCAs either are not 

receiving the data for their customers or accuracy and latency issues persist.  In D.04-12-046, the 

 
32  CalCCA’s Comments on Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance Demand Flexibility Through 
Electric Rates, R.22-07-005 (Aug. 15, 2022), at 2 (citations omitted; emphasis added). 
33  The Working Group Report recommends a “price machine” as proposed by Energy Division, 
which CalCCA supported. In LMS, both MIDAS and the SST address components of providing rates, but 
don’t resolve all issues. The SST is also yet to be approved by the CEC or implemented. 
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Commission stated that section 366.2(c)(9) “does not permit the [IOUs] to deny CCAs access to 

relevant customer or load information, and that “the plain language of the law means that the CCA 

is entitled to any and all billing data that is reasonably useful to the CCA.”34 Here, CCAs cannot 

bill for dynamic rates without the necessary accurate customer data, received on a regular basis. 

The Commission should therefore enforce section 366.2(c)(9) by ensuring CCAs have access to 

accurate and timely data to provide dynamic pricing. 

As noted above, while SCE and SDG&E have platforms to provide the data, the timing, 

quality, and consistency of those systems are still in flux. In addition, while PG&E has committed 

to providing hourly interval data for CCA customers on an interim basis until its new billing 

systems are updated (by the end of 2029), to date the interval data for unbundled customers 

enrolled in their expanded RTP pilots has not been provided for all customers and has been 

delayed by technical errors that are being sorted. While the verbal commitments made by PG&E 

are appreciated, the actual implementation of these commitments for all three IOUs needs 

improvement and direction from the Commission to ensure timely, accurate data sharing. The 

Commission should keep this proceeding open to address the scoped issue of ensuring unbundled 

access to dynamic rates by requiring IOUs to provide accurate, hourly, billing-quality interval data. 

C. The Commission Should Establish a New Track to Address Standards for 
Data Sharing, Systems and Process, and Changes Based on Pilot Evaluations  

The Commission should establish a separate track or phase of this proceeding to develop 

standards for these data-sharing processes and additional scoped issues such as systems and 

processes (and cost recovery for those systems and processes) to enable DF rates. Urgent action is 

needed to finalize guidance on scoping issues 4, 5, and 6 because the DF rate design guidance the 

PD orders cannot successfully be implemented without this guidance. Systems and data sharing 

processes are the technological infrastructure underpinning DF rate availability. Given these issues 

were clearly in scope and the successful implementation of DF rates depends on them being 

resolved, the Commission cannot lawfully fail to address them in the instant proceeding.  

In addition, by issuing rate design guidance before the mid-term pilot evaluations, the 

Commission risks ordering rate design guidance that is not effective.  The mid-term and final 

evaluations for the expanded RTP pilots are still outstanding and could provide helpful guidance 

 
34  D.04-12-046, Order Resolving Phase 1 Issues on Pricing and Costs Attributable to Community 
Choice Aggregators and Related Matters, R.03-10-003 (Dec. 16, 2004), at 51, and 67, COL 30. 
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informing: (1) changes to the fundamental DF rate structure needed to effectuate the goals of DF; 

and (2) data access best practices based on the learnings from data sharing during the pilots.  

The new track should therefore incorporate the mid-term pilot evaluation results, which are 

due August 1, 2026, and allow for formal party comment on the evaluation results35 and also be 

the venue for addressing all scoped issues (4, 5, and 6) regarding the systems and processes 

necessary for dynamic pricing and associated cost recovery, unbundled customer access to pricing 

systems, and enablement of third-party service providers (e.g., automation service providers) to 

offer support for customers to respond to DF pricing signals. The PD commits to addressing these 

issues in “one or more new rulemakings,” but these rulemakings and their timing have not been 

defined.  

IV. THE PD’S REQUIREMENT THAT THE IOUS REPORT ON THEIR 
PROCESSES FOR COLLABORATION WITH CCAS ON DF RATE AND 
PROGRAM FEATURES SHOULD BE ADOPTED AND EXPANDED  
CalCCA supports the PD’s requirement that IOU DF Rate Proposals incorporate a detailed 

plan on “how the Large IOUs will collaborate with CCAs on various features of DF rates and DF 

rate programs…”36 CalCCA recommends that the PD be modified to also require the IOU DF Rate 

Proposals to include a description of the specific manner in which CCAs will be able to interact 

with the IOU systems enabling DF rates (e.g., the price machine).  

In addition, the DF Rate Proposals should include a description of the IOUs’ ASP oversight 

responsibilities, including ensuring accurate and accessible outreach content. While the PD covers 

collaboration on developing generation and distribution components, subscription design, bill 

protection, ME&O efforts, and conformance with CEC LMS requirements, it does not address 

sharing information with CCAs or customers around ASPs. ASPs are critical to enabling 

automated customer responses to DF rates. The IOUs should be required to identify in their DF 

proposals how bundled and unbundled customers will receive ASP access information, if at all, 

and coordinate with CCAs on the ME&O plans to enable that access to unbundled customers.  

The CCAs look forward to reviewing and commenting on these detailed plans in the 

proceedings in which they are filed, and to collaborating with the IOUs on DF rates.  

 
35  D.24-01-032, Ordering Paragraph 37.  
36  Id., COL 34, at 133. 
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V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT THE PD’S RATE DESIGN GUIDANCE  
CalCCA appreciates the PD’s guidance on rate design for LSE participation in DF rate 

programs. The PD finds it reasonable that each LSE has the ability to offer DF rates based on the 

characteristics of its customer base, develop its own dynamic generation rate, and that bundled and 

unbundled customers should have a uniform delivery rate component.37 The findings in the PD 

should be adopted as they promote consistency and flexibility in incentivizing customers to shift 

load and equity in accessing load shift benefits through a consistent delivery rate. However, these 

findings do not address how the unbundled dynamic generation rates will be implemented, which 

must be decided in conjunction with the systems and processes described in scoped item 4.  

Additionally, the PD’s guidance for IOU rate design proposals is appropriate as interim 

guidance but should be revisited once the DF expanded pilot evaluation results are finalized. 

The PD provides the IOUs with optionality with regard to the recovery of non-marginal costs and 

customer protections. IOUs are provided the option of using either an Equal Percentage of 

Marginal Cost scalar or a Revenue Neutral Adder and are given four options for ensuring customer 

bill protection. This optionality is essential at this early stage of DF rate design development and 

appropriate because learnings from the piloting of DF rates have not been gathered as the pilots are 

still ongoing. Additionally, due to the lack of guidance provided in the PD on systems and 

processes, providing IOUs with flexibility regarding these components in turn provides flexibility 

to CCAs who may choose to use the IOU DF rate design structure or modify it to support their 

own DF offerings. The optionality proposed in the PD for recovery of non-marginal costs and 

ensuring customer protection should therefore be adopted. 

VI. CONCLUSION 
CalCCA respectfully requests adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. For the 

foregoing reasons, the PD should be modified as provided in Appendix A, attached hereto. 

 
37  PD, at 124. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
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Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
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Proposed text deletions show as bold and strikethrough 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

34. It is reasonable to require the Large IOU’s DF Rate Proposals to include a 
detailed description of how CCAs will be able to interact with the IOU price machine or 
other IOU systems enabling DF rates and regarding how the Large IOUs will collaborate with 
CCAs on various features of DF rates and DF rate programs, including but not limited 
to: 
 
a. developing generation and distribution components and customer bill protection and 
management elements of DF rates, such as subscription design and transactive options; 
 
b. creating and launching LSE DF programs with IOU DF programs, to utilize lessons learned 
from IOU DF pilots and ME&O efforts and foster customer understanding of ASP services, and 
both bundled and unbundled DF rate offerings; and 
 
c. ensuring that LSE DF rates conform with CEC LMS requirements. 
 
ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

8.  Rulemaking 22-07-005 is closed. Rulemaking 22-07-005 will remain open to consider 
unaddressed scoped issues, including the systems and processes necessary for bundled and 
unbundled customers to have access to dynamic electricity prices and respond to price 
signals, which includes ensuring community choice aggregators have accurate and 
consistent customer data to bill and provide access to dynamic rates for their unbundled 
customers. 
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