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ADVOCATES TO AMEND PART OF THE SCOPING MEMO SCHEDULE 
 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(e) of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (Commission), the California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) 

submits this response in support of the Public Advocates Office (Cal Advocates) and the Small 

Business Utility Advocates’ (SBUA) Joint Motion to Amend Part of the Scoping Memo Schedule 

(Joint Motion). 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 On November 6, 2025, Cal Advocates and SBUA filed the Joint Motion, requesting the 

Commission amend the procedural schedule established in the July 31, 2025 Assigned 

Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo).2 Although the February 13, 2026 

 
1  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. 
2  Joint Motion of the Public Advocates Office and the Small Business Utility Advocates to Amend 
Part of the Scoping Memo Schedule (Joint Motion), Application (A.) 25-05-009 (Nov. 6, 2025), at 2. 
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deadline for intervenors to submit testimony in this proceeding is fast approaching, there is no firm 

deadline by which Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) must file its response to intervenors’ 

proposed alternatives to PG&E’s Undergrounding Bridge Program. The current schedule therefore 

risks depriving intervenors of the ability to analyze and respond to PG&E’s yet-to-be-filed 

response to the Bridge Program alternatives. Further, PG&E’s Application3 does not sufficiently 

explain how the $3.6 billion of undergrounding work PG&E proposes to submit for review through 

a subsequent Tier 2 Advice Letter process would be allocated and functionalized. Without a 

supplemental testimony submission from PG&E, CalCCA therefore will be unable to evaluate the 

reasonableness of this proposal and the associated impacts to various cost categories. 

PG&E’s Undergrounding Bridge Program proposals will impact the rates of community 

choice aggregator customers. CalCCA needs the opportunity to meaningfully review PG&E’s full 

proposal. Accordingly, CalCCA strongly supports the Joint Motion to amend the Scoping Memo 

and its schedule. 

II. DISCUSSION 
 

In its Application, PG&E proposed an Undergrounding Bridge Program to fund 

approximately 1,500 miles of electrical undergrounding, 1,200 of which could be funded through 

a future Tier 2 Advice Letter process.4 In the Scoping Memo, the Commission included deadlines 

for intervenors to provide alternatives to PG&E’s Bridge Program proposal and for PG&E to 

respond to those proposals.5 Under the Scoping Memo’s schedule, intervenors would have had the 

opportunity to review, propound discovery on, and address PG&E’s responses to the Bridge 

 
3  2027 General Rate Case Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (Application), A.25-
05-009 (May 15, 2025). 
4   Id., at 14. 
5  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo), A.25-05-009 (July 31, 
2025), at 3. 
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Program alternatives in their testimony due February 13, 2026. However, on PG&E’s motion, the 

Commission extended PG&E’s deadline to respond to intervenors’ Bridge Program alternatives 

until five business days after the Commission votes on Draft Resolution SPD-37.6 Because the 

Commission has yet to vote on Draft Resolution SPD-37—and because there is no definite timeline 

for that vote—every day that passes is one less day that intervenors will have to review PG&E’s 

full Application in this case. 

Intervenors’ review of PG&E’s Application is also limited under the current schedule by 

PG&E’s failure in its testimony to account for how the $3.6 billion of undergrounding work PG&E 

proposes to submit for review through an Advice Letter process would impact various cost 

categories. Without a supplemental testimony submission on these cost impacts, intervenors will 

not have the opportunity to fully evaluate PG&E’s Undergrounding Bridge Program. 

Granting the Joint Motion’s request for an amended schedule is necessary to ensure 

intervenors have a fair chance to review PG&E’s full Application, and the Commission has the 

opportunity to rule on the reasonableness of PG&E’s Application based on a fully developed 

record. Absent the schedule changes proposed in the Joint Motion, intervenors may have to submit 

their testimony either without having reviewed PG&E’s response to parties’ proposed Bridge 

Program alternatives, or without having had sufficient time to propound discovery on PG&E’s 

response. They would also be required to evaluate PG&E’s Bridge Program proposal without key 

information on how it would impact various cost categories. This outcome would be fundamentally 

unfair and inefficient. Depriving intervenors of the opportunity to weigh in on important aspects 

of PG&E’s Application—aspects that may impact billions of dollars in projected spending—puts 

a thumb on the scale for PG&E.  

 
6  Email Ruling Granting PG&E an Extension of Time to Response to Alternative Proposals to the 
Undergrounding Bridge Program, A.25-05-009 (Sept. 23, 2025). 



Response of CalCCA to Motion to Amend Schedule 4 

The Joint Motion’s proposal is straightforward: extend the proceeding timeline to allow 

intervenors adequate time to consider and weigh in on PG&E’s eventual response to the Bridge 

Program alternatives and require PG&E to submit supplemental testimony accounting for the full 

cost impacts of the Bridge Program proposal. The Commission should not penalize intervenors for 

PG&E’s failure to adequately support its Application and should not reward PG&E’s delay in 

responding to intervenors’ Bridge Program alternatives. 

III. CONCLUSION 
 

For the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission: 

1. Grant the Joint Motion; 

2. Amend the Scoping Memo schedule as provided in the Joint Motion; and 

3. Direct PG&E to supplement its testimony on the Bridge Program’s 

undergrounding costs. 
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