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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA makes the following recommendations to increase the effectiveness of the 

affordability metrics and maintain a clear path for addressing the affordability of electric rates: 

• Reject the Proposed Decision’s narrower requirement for IOUs to submit affordability 
metrics only in GRCs, which reduces the usefulness and comprehensiveness of the 
affordability metrics; 

• Expand the criteria for submission of the affordability metrics to any Commission 
proceeding, which could increase rates to provide a better view of all cost increases, not just 
those proposed by IOUs; 

• In the event the Commission adopts the narrower criteria for affordability metric submission, 
create a process for parties to request submission of the affordability metrics and require the 
Commission to grant the request or explain why the affordability metrics would not be 
helpful in that proceeding; 

• Adopt the Proposed Decision’s requirement for providing additional contextual data 
alongside affordability metrics to enhance transparency and accountability; and 

• Provide more concrete next steps for how the Commission will pursue its strategies to 
contain costs and increase the affordability of electric bills. 

 
 

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

FRAMEWORK AND CLOSING PROCEEDING 
 
 

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 Updating the Affordability Framework and 

Closing Proceeding 4 (Proposed Decision), dated November 13, 2025.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

California has the second-highest residential electricity rates in the United States, at 

almost double the national average.5 Unprecedented events like extreme wildfires and the 

 
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): https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-
procedure-may-2021.pdf. 
4  Proposed Decision Updating the Affordability Framework and Closing Proceeding, Rulemaking 
(R) 18-07-006 (Nov. 13, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M586/K598/586598168.PDF. 
5  National Electricity Rates, Power Outage (accessed Nov. 26, 2025): 
https://poweroutage.us/electricity-rates.  

https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M586/K598/586598168.PDF
https://poweroutage.us/electricity-rates
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COVID-19 pandemic have resulted in the investor-owned utilities (IOU) requesting to spend 

even more to ensure California’s grid remains safe and reliable, while meeting state clean energy 

goals. The Commission’s role is to review those and other requests alongside the perspective of 

stakeholders and determine the reasonableness of cost increases. More than seven years ago, the 

Commission initiated this rulemaking to establish a framework to make utility service more 

affordable. Phases One and Two of this proceeding created and implemented the affordability 

metrics, and the Commission scoped in a third phase to consider strategies to mitigate energy 

rate increases.6 To launch this third phase, the Commission hosted a two-day En Banc at which 

stakeholders, utilities, ratepayer advocates, academics, and industry experts presented a variety 

of strategies to address affordability in the short- and long-term.  

Following the En Banc, Phase Three has largely been inactive. While other Commission 

proceedings considered some of the En Banc proposals (e.g., income-graduated fixed charge and 

dynamic rates were considered in the Demand Flexibility proceeding, R.22-07-005, this 

proceeding remained quiet other than allowing a venue for comments on annual Senate Bill 695 

Reports related to affordability. The most recent ruling requesting party feedback was two years 

ago, and since August 2022, the only Commission decisions issued have been procedural, not 

substantive.7 Now, the Proposed Decision presents a mix of directives that will have positive and 

negative effects on the Commission’s affordability framework and concludes with vague 

descriptions of how the Commission will continue to act on its responsibility to contain costs. 

CalCCA appreciates the Commission’s attention to affordability and the difficulty of balancing 

 
6  Assigned Commissioner’s Fourth Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.18-07-006 (Sept. 15, 
2021), at 7 (establishing a third phase of R.18-07-006 to consider strategies to mitigate energy rate 
increases): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M407/K793/407793995.PDF. 
7  D.22-08-023 is the most recent Commission decision with substantive direction for parties until 
the Proposed Decision. All other decisions have either ordered extension of the statutory deadline or ruled 
on intervenor compensation claims. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M407/K793/407793995.PDF
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priorities, but this does not absolve the Commission of its responsibility to work with 

stakeholders to continue to develop solutions. 

First, the Proposed Decision narrows the criteria for submission of the affordability 

metrics to only IOU general rate cases (GRC).8 This directly inhibits the benefits of 

transparency, accountability, and long-term tracking that the affordability metrics provide. The 

Proposed Decision asserts that narrowing the criteria will allow for more in-depth analysis of the 

affordability metrics. However, the transparency that the affordability metrics provide comes in 

significant part from the range of applications and proceedings that impact affordability, not the 

depth of the analysis once they are presented. Fewer submissions of the affordability metrics will 

only result in less visibility into the impacts on rates of cost recovery requests.  

Additionally, the Proposed Decision claims that because no party submitted testimony 

using affordability metrics in response to San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) Phase 

Two GRC Application (A.) 23-01-008, the parties do not find the affordability metrics useful 

outside of Phase One GRCs.9 This ignores the fact that the affordability metrics SDG&E 

submitted in testimony all demonstrated that the Application would slightly decrease residential 

rates, meaning its impacts were positive.10 Rather than demonstrating a lack of usefulness, this 

demonstrates how valuable the metrics can be for focusing on other issues when impacts to 

affordability are not a concern. The Commission should reject this aspect of the Proposed 

Decision and instead expand the criteria for submission of the affordability metrics to any 

Commission proceeding that considers proposals that could increase costs. If the Commission 

does adopt the Proposed Decision’s narrowing of criteria for submission, it should at least 

 
8  See Proposed Decision, at 68-69, Ordering Paragraph (OP) 1. 
9  Id. at 35-36. 
10  Prepared Testimony of Rachelle R. Baez on Behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company, A.23-
01-008 (Jan. 17, 2023), at RRB-4 through RRB-14, Tables RRB-1 through RRB-12. 
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establish a process to allow parties to formally request use of the affordability metrics. This 

should be accompanied by a requirement for the assigned Commissioner or Administrative Law 

Judge (ALJ) to respond to the request by either requiring the submission of the affordability 

metrics or denying the request with an explanation as to why. 

Second, the Proposed Decision directs IOUs to provide more contextual data alongside 

affordability metrics when metrics are submitted. In contrast to narrowing the criteria for 

submission, this takes a step towards transparency and accountability.11 It allows an easier 

comparison of IOU cost recovery requests to other cost growth indicators like inflation, which 

empowers decision-makers to balance competing priorities in a more informed way. The 

Commission should adopt this aspect of the Proposed Decision. 

Finally, the Proposed Decision concludes the discussion of issues with a very brief 

narrative on next steps and how the Commission will continue to address affordability. The most 

solid recommendations come from the Commission’s response to Governor Newsom’s 

Executive Order N-5-24:12 (1) control growth in utility spending; (2) find additional funding 

sources for wildfire mitigation, rooftop solar cost-shift, and future cost-shifts, low-income 

assistance, non-cost-effective programs; and (3) reduce rate inequities that exempt advantaged 

customers from paying fixed costs.13 CalCCA supports these strategies, but the Proposed 

Decision falls short of discussing how the Commission will explore these strategies further, 

where that exploration might occur, and when parties can expect to engage on these strategies. 

Given that the Proposed Decision closes this proceeding, the Commission should provide more 

 
11  Proposed Decision, at 69, OP 1. 
12  EXECUTIVE ORDER N-5-24 (Oct. 30, 2024): https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf. 
13  Proposed Decision, at 62. 

https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf
https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf
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concrete next steps for stakeholders and the public. Without proper venues, the Commission 

cannot make meaningful progress on any strategies to address affordability and contain costs. 

CalCCA makes the following recommendations to increase the effectiveness of the 

affordability metrics and maintain a clear path for addressing the affordability of electric rates: 

• Reject the Proposed Decision’s requirement for IOUs to submit affordability 
metrics only in GRCs, which reduces the usefulness and comprehensiveness of 
the affordability metrics; 

• Expand the criteria for submission of the affordability metrics to any Commission 
proceeding that could increase rates to provide a better view of all cost increases, 
not just those proposed by IOUs; 

• In the event the Commission adopts the narrower criteria for affordability metric 
submission, create a process for parties to request submission of the affordability 
metrics and require the Commission to grant the request or explain why the 
affordability metrics would not be helpful in that proceeding; 

• Adopt the Proposed Decision’s requirement for providing additional contextual 
data alongside affordability metrics to enhance transparency and accountability; 
and 

• Provide more concrete next steps for how the Commission will pursue its 
strategies to contain costs and increase the affordability of electric bills. 

II. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT THE PROPOSED DECISION’S 
MODIFICATION TO ONLY REQUIRE USE OF THE AFFORDABILITY 
METRICS IN GENERAL RATE CASES 

The PD’s modification to only require the affordability metrics in GRCs dramatically 

stunts the transparency and accountability they provide and should be rejected. The PD directs 

the IOUs to provide affordability metrics in Phase One GRCs in which the revenue increase is 

estimated to exceed one percent of currently authorized revenues.14 This is a departure from 

Decision (D.) 22-08-023,15 which originally implemented the affordability metrics and required 

 
14  Id. at 68-69, OP 1. 
15  D.22-08-023, Decision Implementing the Affordability Metrics, R.18-07-006 (Aug. 4, 2022), at 
84, OP 5: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M496/K428/496428621.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M496/K428/496428621.PDF
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them in “any initial filing in any proceeding” with a revenue increase estimated to exceed one 

percent of currently authorized revenues.16 The PD asserts that requiring fewer applications with 

metrics, along with additional context directed by the PD, is intended to generate more useful 

analysis supporting affordability.17 This well-intentioned logic fails for several reasons, as 

discussed below: (1) the usefulness of the affordability metrics is not in the depth of the analysis, 

but instead in transparency, accountability, and comprehensive long-term tracking across 

proceedings; and (2) the evidence provided that stakeholders do not find the affordability metrics 

is flawed and does not suggest a lack of usefulness. 

A. The Affordability Metrics Are Useful Because They Provide Transparency, 
Accountability, and Tracking of Affordability Impacts Over Time and 
Across Proceedings 

The usefulness of the affordability metrics arises from the transparency and 

accountability they provide regarding the impacts of IOU cost recovery requests on customer 

bills and the collective snapshots over time of those impacts. The depth of analysis of the 

affordability metrics after an IOU has submitted them will not contribute to these goals. It may 

provide certain insights to whoever decides to perform the analysis, but once an IOU has 

provided the metrics accurately, the affordability metrics fulfill their purpose. The transparency 

the affordability metrics provide arises in significant part from the range of applications and 

proceedings that impact affordability, not the depth of the analysis once they are presented. The 

Commission adopted the affordability metrics in D.20-07-032, which states that the metrics will 

“allow Commission decision-makers and stakeholders to consider the relative impact on the 

 
16  D.22-08-023.  
17  See Proposed Decision, at 35. 
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affordability metrics of proposals before the Commission.”18 For the Commission and 

stakeholders to consider the impacts of proposals on affordability, the affordability metrics must, 

at a bare minimum, be submitted. The Proposed Decision removes opportunities for 

consideration by narrowing the number of times IOUs submit the affordability metrics. This 

reduces transparency for any proceeding or application other than Phase One GRCs in which an 

IOU is making an impactful cost recovery request.  

It also reduces accountability because limiting the submission of affordability metrics to 

GRCs means that IOUs will no longer need to show how proposals outside of GRCs impact 

customer rates, especially for vulnerable, low-income customers. The reasonableness of 

proposals is directly tied to the customer rate impacts that stem from those proposals. The 

Commission cannot be fully accountable for verifying the reasonableness of an IOU cost 

recovery proposal without knowing the impacts to customers. 

Finally, each submission of the affordability metrics marks a moment in time that can be 

referenced in the future to track how affordability fluctuates over time. This allows the 

Commission and the public to better understand how IOU cost recovery requests influence 

customer bills in the long term. Long-term trends for procurement, programming, capital 

planning, and operations that increase costs to ratepayers will help inform Commission decision-

makers via consistent submission of the affordability metrics. 

B. Absence of Affordability Metrics in Testimony Submitted to A.23-01-008 Is 
Not Evidence to Suggest a Lack of Usefulness 

The absence of party testimony using affordability metrics submitted to SDG&E’s Phase 

Two GRC application A.23-01-008 does not suggest the affordability metrics are not useful to 

 
18  D.20-07-032, Decision Adopting Metrics and Methodologies for Assessing the Relative 
Affordability of Utility Service, R.18-07-006 (July 16, 2020), at 2-3: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M344/K049/344049206.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M344/K049/344049206.PDF
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parties. Decision 22-08-023 directs SDG&E to include the affordability metrics in its 2025 Test 

Year Phase Two GRC application (Application),19 and SDG&E complied. The Proposed 

Decision points out that no party submitted testimony in A.23-01-008 that included the 

affordability metrics and then asserts that this lack of utilization of the affordability metrics 

demonstrates that there is not a need for affordability metrics outside of Phase One GRCs.20 This 

logic ignores a key detail about SDG&E’s Phase Two GRC A.23-01-008: the affordability 

metrics included as chapter nine of testimony demonstrate that residential electric rates would be 

slightly more affordable. All affordability metrics displayed in SDG&E’s testimony showed 

negative values, meaning the proposed changes in the application would reduce residential 

bills.21 This fact is the likeliest explanation as to why intervenors did not include affordability 

metrics in testimony: there were no residential affordability issues with the Application that 

warranted an alternative proposal using the affordability metrics. Rather than demonstrating a 

lack of usefulness, this demonstrates how valuable the metrics can be for focusing on other 

issues when impacts to affordability are not a concern. Concluding that parties are not interested 

in the affordability metrics outside of Phase One GRCs based on this outcome from SDG&E’s 

Application is unreasonable.  

C. The Commission Should Expand the Criteria for Including Affordability 
Metrics in Individual Proceedings 

Rather than narrow the criteria, the Commission should expand the criteria for including 

the affordability metrics in individual proceedings. As CalCCA has argued multiple times, there 

is a need for the Commission to integrate the affordability metrics into non-ratesetting 

 
19  D.22-08-023, at 85, OP 7. 
20  See Proposed Decision, at 35-36. 
21  Prepared Testimony of Rachelle R. Baez on Behalf of San Diego Gas & Electric Company, A.23-
01-008 (Jan. 17, 2023), at RRB-4 through RRB-14, Tables RRB-1 through RRB-12. 
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proceedings that may have impacts on rates.22 IOU cost recovery applications are not the only 

proceedings that have a significant impact on customer rates. Proceedings that affect rate design 

and cost allocation (e.g., dynamic rates, the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment), resource 

procurement (e.g., Resource Adequacy, Integrated Resource Planning), or infrastructure (e.g., 

Energization) are primary examples of venues that would benefit from the insights the 

affordability metrics provide. Commission motivations other than affordability may need to take 

priority over customer rates to meet external requirements or ensure a safe and reliable grid. Still, 

the impacts on customer rates should be considered during the decision-making process to ensure 

the Commission can consider all the impacts of new or amended policies.  

D. If the Commission Only Requires Affordability Metrics in GRCs, then it 
Should Adopt a Process to Allow Parties to Request the Affordability Metrics 
on the Record 

If the Commission does adopt the Proposed Decision’s modifications to narrow the 

criteria for submitting the affordability metrics, then it should create a process to allow parties to 

formally request submission of the affordability metrics. The Proposed Decision states that it will 

not require affordability metrics in proceedings other than GRCs unless directed by the assigned 

Commissioner or ALJ.23 Though CalCCA supports submission of affordability metrics in any 

application or rulemaking that could increase customer rates, providing the Commissioner or 

ALJ discretion maintains some degree of flexibility for the affordability metrics to be submitted. 

Intervenors and parties to various applications and proceedings possess perspectives and 

 
22  California Community Choice Association’s Comments on Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling 
Seeking Annual Feedback on the Implementation of the Affordability Framework, R.18-07-006 (Jan. 25, 
2024), at 7: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M523/K993/523993187.PDF; California 
Community Choice Association’s Comments on Assigned Commissioner’s and Assigned Administrative 
Law Judge’s Ruling Inviting Comments on Staff Proposal on Implementation of Affordability Metrics, 
R.18-07-006 (Jan 10, 2022), at 4: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M440/K148/440148745.PDF. 
23  See Proposed Decision, at 35-36. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M523/K993/523993187.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M440/K148/440148745.PDF
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knowledge that Commissioners or ALJs may not have, meaning there is value in giving parties a 

voice to advocate for the submission of affordability metrics. If the Commission limits 

submission of metrics by default to GRCs, the Commission should adopt a process to allow 

parties to request affordability metrics from the Commissioner or ALJ. The Commissioner or 

ALJ should then be required to respond to that request with a determination of whether or not the 

affordability metrics will be submitted, and if not, explain why not. This provides a fair 

opportunity for parties interested in seeing the metrics and accountability for the Commission to 

continue to examine the impacts to customer affordability of cost recovery requests. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT THE PROPOSED DECISION’S 
REQUIREMENTS FOR ADDITIONAL CONTEXTUAL DATA WITH THE 
AFFORDABILITY METRICS TO ENHANCE VISIBILITY INTO IOU COSTS 

The Proposed Decision’s requirements for IOUs to supply more context alongside 

affordability metrics will make them more useful for decision-makers and should be adopted. 

The Proposed Decision requires IOUs to provide additional pieces of context alongside 

submissions of the affordability metrics, including:  

• Quantitative summary of change to affordability for the utility’s most 
disadvantaged customers and narrative analysis reconciling the quantitative 
changes with affordability;  

• Historical and projected residential average rate growth compared to inflation; and  

• Current and projected GRC revenue growth compared to inflation.24 

The context the additional data and graphs the Proposed Decision requires increase the 

usefulness of the affordability metrics by comparing cost recovery requests and impacts to 

inflation rates. This provides a meaningful anchor point for the Commission and the public to 

compare, enabling decision-makers to better understand the reasonableness of requests. 

 
24  Id. at 69, OP 1. 
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Requiring additional context also helps demonstrate that IOU cost recovery requests are not 

happening in a vacuum. They are part of a larger system, which requires making difficult 

decisions to balance priorities. To effectively balance priorities, the Commission should have a 

clearer picture of cost recovery impacts, which additional context will provide. Therefore, the 

Commission should adopt the Proposed Decision’s requirements to supply more context 

alongside affordability metrics. 

IV. THE PROPOSED DECISION SHOULD PROVIDE FURTHER DISCUSSION ON 
NEXT STEPS FOR COMMISSION CONSIDERATION TO CONTINUE 
ADDRESSING AFFORDABILITY 

The Proposed Decision should include more detail on next steps for the Commission to 

continue to address affordability. The Proposed Decision states that the affordability metrics and 

information gained in this proceeding “will continue to inform the Commission’s assessment of 

issues presented in proceedings.”25 While CalCCA supports this continued assessment by the 

Commission, the Proposed Decision lacks concrete next steps. Affordability will continue to be an 

issue, and the Commission has an opportunity to propose ways to follow up on its recommended 

strategies for reducing electricity bills. Specifically, the Proposed Decision mentions three 

strategies for reducing electricity bills that stem from the Commission’s response to Governor 

Newsom’s Executive Order N-5-24: (1) control growth in utility spending; (2) find additional 

funding sources for wildfire mitigation, rooftop solar cost-shift, and future cost-shifts, low-income 

assistance, non-cost-effective programs; and (3) reduce rate inequities that exempt advantaged 

customers from paying fixed costs.26 For meaningful progress and for public assurance, the 

Proposed Decision should be amended with further discussion on current or future venues for 

discussing these strategies. For example, what actions will the Commission take to support finding 

 
25  Id. at 63. 
26  Id. at 62. 
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additional funding sources for cost drivers like wildfire mitigation? Where and how will the 

Commission address rate inequities that exempt advantaged customers from paying fixed costs? 

California’s issues with ensuring affordable electricity are not over, so the Commission must be 

more specific about next steps to ensure affordability continues to be a priority to fulfill its 

obligations to customers. 

V. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein. For all the foregoing reasons, the 

Commission should modify the proposed decision as provided in Appendix A, attached hereto. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

 
Leanne Bober, 

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
December 3, 2025 
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APPENDIX A 
TO 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS 
ON THE PROPOSED DECISION UPDATING THE AFFORDABILITY 

FRAMEWORK AND CLOSING PROCEEDING 
 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

 
 

Proposed text deletions show as bold and strikethrough 
Proposed text additions show as bold and underlined 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

6. Reducing the number of individual proceedings in which affordability metrics are 
required, combined with requiring additional context to be included with the metrics will 
generate more robust information about affordability.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

3. The criteria for including affordability metrics in individual proceedings should be 
narrowed to apply only to General Rate Case applications where the revenue increase is 
estimated to exceed more than one percent of the currently authorized revenues.  

ORDERING PARAGRAPHS 

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company, San Diego Gas & 
Electric Company, Southern California Gas Company, PacifiCorp, Liberty Utilities (CalPeco 
Electric) LLC, Southwest Gas Corporation, and Bear Valley Electric Company, Inc. shall include 
in all initial General Rate Case (GRC) Phase 1 applications any application or proceeding 
where the revenue increase is estimated to exceed one percent of currently authorized revenues 
systemwide for a single fuel, the following in accordance with the specifications in Appendix A:  

a. Updated affordability metrics associated with revenues in effect at the time of 
filing the GRC application;  

b. Changes in the affordability metrics associated with the proposed revenue request;  
c. Quantitative summary of change to affordability for the utility’s most 

disadvantaged customers and narrative analysis reconciling the quantitative 
changes with affordability;  

d. Historical and projected residential average rate growth compared to inflation; 
and  

e. Current and projected GRC revenue growth compared to inflation. 
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