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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company for Authority, Among Other 
Things, to Increase Rates and Charges for 
Electric and Gas Service Effective on 
January 1, 2027. (U 39 M) 
 

A.25-05-009 
 

 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS 
ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S SECOND AMENDED SCOPING 

MEMO AND RULING 
 

Pursuant to the March 3, 2026, Assigned Commissioner’s Second Amended Scoping Memo 

and Ruling1 (Ruling), the California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these 

comments. The Ruling amends the scope of this proceeding3 to add issues related to the 

interpretation and implementation of new statutory provisions, Assembly Bill (AB) 26664 and AB 

2847.5 As relevant here, these provisions direct the California Public Utilities Commission 

(Commission) to establish guidelines and processes regarding the reporting and tracking of 

investor-owned utilities’ (IOU) actual versus forecasted rates of return (AB 2666), and to 

 
1 Application (A.) 25-05-009, Assigned Commissioner’s Second Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling 
(Mar. 3, 2026) (Ruling). 
2  California Community Choice Association represents the interests of 24 community choice 
electricity providers in California: Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast 
Community Energy, Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, 
Desert Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean 
Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal 
Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood 
Coast Energy Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa 
Barbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy. 
3  See A.25-05-009, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (July 31, 2025), as 
amended by Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling (Jan. 26, 2026). 
4  AB 2666 (Boerner 2024, Ch. 413, Stats. 2024). 
5  AB 2847 (Adis 2024, Ch. 578, Stats. 2024). 
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determine, for every IOU application requesting recovery of capital expenditures, whether to 

require certain cost impact estimates (AB 2847). 

As explained further below, CalCCA urges the Commission to address the AB 2666 issues 

related to reporting and tracking of IOU actual versus forecasted rates of return in a separate, 

comprehensive rulemaking rather than in this General Rate Case (GRC) proceeding. As the trade 

association of California’s community choice aggregator (CCA) electricity providers, CalCCA has 

an interest in ensuring that the methodologies established for calculating these important 

accountability metrics are reasonable and that the associated process for establishing these 

methodologies is fair, effective, and efficient. In particular, CalCCA has an interest in ensuring 

that the tracking and reporting guidelines for actual versus forecasted rates of return established 

pursuant to AB 2666 result in accurate, comprehensive, and uniform reporting across the IOUs. 

As set forth below, these issues should be addressed in a comprehensive but focused proceeding 

outside of this large GRC to ensure consistency across all three IOUs, and to promote 

administrative efficiency.  

I. THE COMMISSION SHOULD IMPLEMENT THE AB 2666 PROVISIONS IN A 
COMPREHENSIVE RULEMAKING TO ENSURE CONSISTENCY ACROSS 
THE IOUS AND PROMOTE ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY  

CalCCA appreciates the Commission’s efforts to begin the implementation process for the 

new statutory requirements of AB 2666 and AB 2847, and its recognition of the role these 

accountability metrics will play in utility GRCs going forward. However, with respect to AB 2666 

provisions in particular, CalCCA respectfully submits that implementation will concern policy 

issues that affect all three large California IOUs. As such, these issues would be more practically 

and efficiently addressed in a separate rulemaking that includes all three IOUs rather than within 

this Phase I GRC proceeding.  
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The Ruling’s questions (i), (iii), and (v) clearly illustrate why a separate rulemaking would 

be a better vehicle through which to analyze and build a record on these important issues. Question 

(i) asks how the Commission should require Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) to 

calculate its actual rate of return (or whether this should be determined in a rulemaking instead).6 

The methodology for calculating actual rates of return—including decisions on alignment with 

authorized rate-of-return calculations, inclusion/exclusion of particular costs, and treatment of 

true-ups to the authorized revenue requirement—implicates consequential policy questions that 

should be answered consistently across all the IOUs. 

Similarly, question (iii) asks what methodology should be used to compare actual versus 

authorized costs.7 Guidelines around the inclusion/exclusion of particular costs and the appropriate 

comparison framework (e.g., comparison at the functional revenue requirement level or the 

revenue requirement component level) likewise should be established in a general rulemaking to 

ensure a reasonable level of consistency across the IOUs. Disposition through a rulemaking would 

allow the Commission to adopt a common structure while leaving room to recognize legitimate 

utility-specific differences in subsequent GRCs. 

Finally, question (v) invites parties to identify other issues the Commission should consider 

with regard to the new provisions of AB 2666.8 Any additional implementation questions for this 

bill—such as how any existing shareholder-facing reporting of returns should be reconciled with 

the new Commission requirements—concern all the IOUs, and accordingly, should be addressed 

in a rulemaking. 

 
6  Ruling, at 4. 
7  Ibid. 
8  Id., at 5. 
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All of these issues related to AB 2666 require a review that includes all affected utilities. 

Developing different approaches and methodologies in individual GRCs could result in each IOU 

having different tracking and reporting guidelines for no rational reason—just as a result of 

separate litigation processes. These divergent standards would then reduce comparability of utility 

performance, to the detriment of the Commission, ratepayer advocates, and other interested 

stakeholders. Finally, aside from these substantive problems with litigating these issues in three 

separate GRCs, doing so would also significantly increase regulatory burdens for the Commission 

and interested stakeholders. 

In passing AB 2666, the Legislature sought to protect consumers by limiting excessive 

utility profits through enhanced transparency and accountability requirements. Implementing these 

new statutory provisions piecemeal could erode the important consumer protections envisioned by 

the legislature. Once a statewide framework is established, utility‑specific application of those 

guidelines can be addressed, as needed, in individual GRCs. This approach is consistent with the 

Commission’s past practice of addressing more general policy issues in rulemakings while using 

GRCs to apply those policies to specific utilities. 

II. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission initiate a 

separate rulemaking to consider all issues related to the implementation of AB 2666.  
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ Julia Kantor 
Julia Kantor 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
580 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (617) 835-5113 
E-mail: jkantor@keyesfox.com  
 
On behalf of  
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

March 17, 2026 
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