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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

The Commission should keep the proceeding open, as recommended in CalCCA Opening
Comments, as PG&E and SCE Opening Comments highlight the need to establish systems and
processes to enable CCAs to offer DF rates to unbundled customers;

PG&E’s recommendation for more time for IOUs to develop DF Rate Proposals should be
adopted to allow for meaningful collaboration with CCAs; and

Cal Advocates’ comments on cost-shift risks between IOUs and CCAs ignore the two-way
nature of cost shifting and should not be used to prevent IOU and CCA collaboration.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S REPLY COMMENTS
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION

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 Guidelines for Pacific Gas and Electric Company,
Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Demand Flexibility
Rate Design Proposals* (Proposed Decision), dated July 25, 2025.

L. INTRODUCTION

These Reply Comments focus on the Opening Comments of Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E),
and The Public Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates).?

First, PG&E and SCE’s opposition to Conclusion of Law (COL) 34, which puts the
responsibility of ensuring CCAs can comply with California Energy Commission Load Management
Standards (LMS) on the investor-owned utilities (IOU), highlights the need to keep the proceeding open.
PG&E points out correctly that CCA rates are approved by their CCA boards, not by the Commission.
The guidance from the Commission in COL 34 oversteps both on IOUs and CCAs and ignores the
simpler solution of keeping the proceeding open to continue addressing scoped items. While IOU and
CCA collaboration is critical to the success of demand flexibility (DF) rates, the Proposed Decision
avoids the Commission’s responsibility to follow through on addressing the goals of the proceeding by
attempting to force the IOUs and CCAs to collaborate in silos, an inefficient and ineffective strategy.

Second, the Commission should adopt PG&E’s proposal to extend the timeframe to allow for
IOU and CCA collaboration for DF Rate Proposals and allow a follow-up advice letter to incorporate
real-time pricing (RTP) pilot evaluation learnings. PG&E states that a 45-day timeline is insufficient to
perform the analyses and collaborate with CCAs, as the Proposed Decision directs for IOU DF Rate
Proposals. SDG&E makes similar recommendations to allow for more time for SDG&E to incorporate
results from RTP pilot evaluations. RTP pilots are still ongoing, and stakeholders have yet to see the

results of either the mid-term or final evaluations for those pilots. Providing more time for meaningful

2 [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).

3 All references herein to party Opening Comments are to the Opening Comments filed in this Rulemaking,
R.22-07-005, on or about August 14, 2025.



CCA collaboration with the IOUs for IOU DF rate proposals is reasonable, as is creating a process to
incorporate results from the RTP pilot evaluations.

Third, the Commission should reject Cal Advocates’ calls for a rejection of the Proposed
Decision, in part, because it does not address potential cost-shifting risks that bundled customers would
bear because it simplifies issues at play for DF rate development and implementation. While CalCCA
agrees that the Proposed Decision does not address Scoping Issues 4 and 5, the cost-shifting risks at play
are a two-way street. Unbundled customers are also at risk of subsidizing bundled customers if systems
are designed so that they must pay twice for DF-enabled systems and processes; once for bundled
customers and a second time for any CCA-specific differences. This is precisely why keeping the
proceeding open is crucial in these early stages of DF rate development. Additionally, Cal Advocates
Opening Comments point to specific revisions to COL 34 in the Proposed Decision in Appendix A;
however, no such revisions appear in Appendix A. Without these revisions, other parties cannot know
whether Cal Advocates’ specific recommendations are reasonable.

For these reasons, CalCCA respectfully recommends:

e The Commission should keep the proceeding open, as recommended in Cal CCA Opening
Comments, as PG&E and SCE Opening Comments highlight the need to establish
systems and processes to enable CCAs to offer DF rates to unbundled customers;

e PG&E’s recommendation for more time for [OUs to develop DF Rate Proposals should
be adopted to allow for meaningful collaboration with CCAs; and

e (Cal Advocates’ comments on cost-shift risks between IOUs and CCAs ignore the two-
way nature of cost shifting and should not be used to prevent IOU and CCA
collaboration.

II. PG&E AND SCE OPENING COMMENTS HIGHLIGHT THE NEED TO KEEP
THE PROCEEDING OPEN TO ESTABLISH SYSTEMS AND PROCESSES TO
ENABLE CCAS TO OFFER DF RATES TO UNBUNDLED CUSTOMERS

Comments by PG&E and SCE reflect the need to keep the proceeding open to establish systems
and processes to enable CCAs to offer DF rates to unbundled customers. Both IOUs state that they
should not be responsible for CCA compliance with CEC LMS,* and PG&E goes further to clarify that

the Commission does not have jurisdiction over CCAs developing and adopting their own rates.> Indeed,

4 See PG&E Opening Comments, at 13-14; See also SCE Opening Comments, at 14.

5 PG&E Opening Comments, at 14 (Clarifying that CCA Boards are responsible for developing and
adopting new rates, not the Commission) (“As a matter of law, neither the [Commission] itself, nor any IOU it
regulates have any oversight role, or power to ‘ensure’ CCA rate proposals are LMS-compliant.”).



the Commission does not have jurisdiction over CCA rates and the Proposed Decision’s guidance to the
I0Us highlights a significant piece missing from the Proposed Decision; guidance on Scoping Issue 4 on
systems and processes for enabling DF rates.®

Addressing Scoping Issue 4 in another track would also address SCE’s concern in Opening
Comments. SCE states, “[1]f the Commission feels strongly that IOUs perform additional work to design
and calculate the DF rates, design programs, or ensure regulatory compliance for the CCAs, then the
CCAs should be required to pay their appropriate share of the cost to implement, integrate and maintain
their DF rates in the IOU’s respective billing system(s).”” SCE’s statement oversimplifies the mechanics
needed to integrate bundled and unbundled DF rates, but its reaction to COL 34 highlights the
challenges posed by the Proposed Decision’s attempt to make IOUs and CCAs answer the questions
included in Scoping Issue 4 of the proceeding in an expedited and siloed way.

Instead, as CalCCA recommended in its Opening Comments, the Proposed Decision should be
revised to keep the proceeding open, in part, to address Scoping Issue 4.° As PG&E and SCE point out,
the IOUs should not be responsible for ensuring the CCAs comply with LMS, though SCE attempts to
avoid its billing duties required by section 366.2(c)(9).'° Without establishing systems and processes to
enable CCAs to offer DF rates, the Commission prejudices CCAs, and the IOUs will move forward to
develop systems on their own, which will not satisfy the goal of enabling participation in DF by bundled
and unbundled customers.!! Failing to keep the proceeding open to address scoped items forces IOUs
and CCAs to fill in gaps in silos rather than with all stakeholders. This is both inefficient and ineffective.
The Commission should keep the proceeding open and initiate a new track to address all scoped issues

established in the Scoping Memo as described in CalCCA’s Opening Comments.

6 Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.22-07-005 (Nov. 2, 2022) (Scoping
Memo), at 5.

7 SCE Opening Comments, at 14.

8 See Proposed Decision, COL 34, (Directing the IOUs to collaborate with LSEs and describe how IOUs

will help create and launch LSE DF programs and ensure LSE DF rates conform with CEC LMS requirements).
? CalCCA Opening Comments, at 10 (Establishing that the Commission failed to address scoped issues).
10 SCE Opening Comments, at 14 (Stating that CCAs must perform their own billing).

i Order Instituting Rulemaking to Advance Demand Flexibility Through Electric Rates, R.22-07-005
(July 22, 2022) (DF OIR), at 1 (the sixth goal described in the opening paragraph of the DF OIR).



III. PG&E AND SDG&E’S RECOMMENDATION FOR MORE TIME FOR 1IOUS TO
DEVELOP DF RATE PROPOSALS SHOULD BE ADOPTED

The Commission should adopt PG&E’s recommendation for more time for the IOUs to develop
DF rate proposals.'? PG&E highlights the need for more than the Proposed Decision’s prescribed 45
days to perform RTP-related rate analyses, prepare supplemental testimony to accommodate CCA
collaboration, and incorporate conclusions from mid-term RTP pilot evaluations.'® Indeed, 45 days is
not sufficient time for the CCA collaboration directed in the Proposed Decision. IOU and CCA
collaboration is important to ensure bundled and unbundled customer equity for DF rates, especially
given that IOUs act as CCA billing agents. Forty-five days is not sufficient time to have meaningful and
complex conversations about the needs of the CCAs and the abilities of the IOUs to accommodate the
complexity of DF rates. Additionally, PG&E and SDG&E both cite the importance of including
learnings from actual customer experiences from the RTP pilots, which will have mid-term and final
evaluations.'* As CalCCA argued in Opening Comments, incorporating results from RTP pilot
evaluations is a key reason why the Commission should keep the proceeding open and establish a new
track to address the remaining scoped items.!> PG&E recommends submitting supplemental testimony
for DF Rate Proposals in November 2026 and for a Tier 1 Advice Letter within 90 days after final RTP
pilot evaluations in 2028 that include any additional learnings.'¢ SDG&E recommends it be provided
120 days from the completion of mid-term evaluation reports for PG&E’s and SCE’s expanded pilots to
file its DF Rate Proposal Application.!” The Commission should adopt these recommendations because
they allow for meaningful CCA coordination and would allow IOUs to incorporate outcomes from a

new track of the proceeding that addresses the remaining scoped items.

12 PG&E Opening Comments, at 3-4 (Describing why 45 days is insufficient to perform actions ordered in

the Proposed Decision).

13 1bid.

14 Id., at 4 (Describing the importance of incorporating mid-term and final pilot evaluation learnings);
SDG&E Opening Comments, at 12 (Requesting additional time to allow SDG&E to leverage the results of
PG&E and SCE RTP pilot evaluations).

15 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 13-14 (Describing the scoped issues the Commission should address).
16 PG&E Opening Comments, at 4 (Supporting an Advice Letter process for incorporating final evaluation
results); and 7 (Recommending Supplemental Testimony be submitted in November 2026 instead of 45 days
after the issuance of the Decision).

17 See SDG&E Opening Comments, at 12.



IV.  CAL ADVOCATES’ COMMENTS ON COST-SHIFT RISKS BETWEEN I0US AND
CCAS IGNORE THE TWO-WAY NATURE OF COST SHIFTING AND SHOULD
NOT BE USED TO PREVENT I0U AND CCA COLLABORATION

The Commission should not use Cal Advocates’ comments to prevent [OU and CCA
collaboration. Cal Advocates expresses concern with potential cost shifts resulting from the
implementation of DF rates, but only cost shifts from bundled to unbundled customers, particularly in
the ongoing RTP pilots. In Opening Comments, Cal Advocates states that there is a risk that bundled
customers could potentially subsidize DF rates for unbundled customers, '® but Cal Advocates’ statement
ignores the two-way nature of cost shifting. Indeed, the Commission should be careful to prevent cost
shifts in both directions and consider the cost recovery of implementing DF rates, which requires
complex information technology integration between IOUs and CCAs. There are risks for unbundled
customers to subsidize bundled customer DF rates as well, and there is much unknown about how DF
rates will develop, a primary reason why this proceeding should remain open.

Additionally, Cal Advocates calls for the Commission to reject the Proposed Decision due to
legal errors associated with the reasonableness of the DF rates proposed, or in the alternative, calls for
the Commission to revise COL 34,'? but amendments to COL 34 are not included in the Cal Advocates
comments.?’ While CalCCA does not generally dispute the existence of cost-shifting risks in developing
and implementing DF rates, as they are, Cal Advocates’ comments provide an incomplete depiction of
those risks. If the Commission’s goal is a successful roll-out of DF rates to bundled and unbundled
customers, then IOU and CCA collaboration is necessary. Cal Advocates’ incomplete, one-way concern
over cost shifting risks should not be used as a motivation to make any determinations that IOUs should
not collaborate with CCAs on DF rate proposals.

V. CONCLUSION

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

the recommendations proposed herein.

18 Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 14.

19 Id., at 15.
20 1d., at A-1to A-4. Cal Advocates’ Appendix A contains proposed revisions to the COL, however, stops at
recommending changes to COL 29 in the Proposed Decision. Appendix A does not contain revisions to COL 34.
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