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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'

CalCCA recommends the Commission:

e Ensure that any tariff changes preserve customer choice and recognize the role of
CCAs as the default generation providers for customers within their service
territories;

e Adopt the proposed scope of the proceeding, with the addition of: (1) statewide
information-sharing requirements between IOUs and CCAs regarding large load
interconnection requests and new customer development; and (2) the consideration of
rate designs to best leverage behind-the-meter storage as a grid asset;

e Establish clear coordination mechanisms between this proceeding and related
proceedings, including the use of shared workshops, aligned procedural schedules,
and iterative record development to reduce duplication and improve consistency
across proceedings;

e Structure the proceeding into separate tracks and phases to better manage complexity
and statutory deadlines, including: (1) first determining whether data centers warrant
distinct tariff treatment separate from other large loads before developing broader
large load tariff structures; and (2) sequencing broader rate reform issues before
revisiting the Base Services Charge (BSC) to ensure that fixed-charge discussions are
informed by overall rate structure decisions; and

e Authorize the use of an outside consultant to support rate design analysis in this
proceeding.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking on California
Advanced Electric Rate Design. R.26-04-009

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS
ON THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON CALIFORNIA
ADVANCED ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN
The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these comments
pursuant to Rule 6.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of
Practice and Procedure,® in response to the Order Instituting Rulemaking on California

Advanced Electric Rate Design® (OIR), issued April 10, 2026, and the directives therein.

I. INTRODUCTION

This proceeding reflects a broad and ambitious effort by the Commission to revisit
foundational elements of electric rate design across customer classes, policy objectives, and

statutory directives. As the Commission explains, this proceeding is tasked with updating both

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 Order Instituting Rulemaking on California Advanced Electric Rate Design, Rulemaking (R.)
26-04-009 (Apr. 10, 2026),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M604/K677/604677976.PDEF.
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residential and non-residential rate design, revisiting marginal cost inputs, addressing
affordability concerns, and incorporating new and evolving policy priorities—including demand
flexibility, electrification, and the treatment of large new loads such as data centers.’ At the same
time, the OIR will tackle issues deferred from R.22-07-005, while also implementing new
legislative mandates from Senate Bill (SB) 57° and Assembly Bill (AB) 2109.7 The resulting
scope spans a wide array of interdependent issues, from time-of-use rate design and fixed charge
structures to cost allocation, equity considerations, and emerging load impacts, all of which are
deeply interconnected and will require careful coordination to avoid unintended consequences.

Notwithstanding this breadth, the Commission has established an aggressive procedural
timeline, with an expectation that the proceeding will be completed within 24 months and with
key policy proposals and decisions advancing on a much shorter cadence.® This compressed
schedule underscores the urgency of the Commission’s objectives, particularly with respect to
affordability and system efficiency, but also presents practical challenges given the complexity
of the issues presented and their overlapping nature. Many of the questions identified in the
preliminary scope are interrelated, such that changes in one area will necessarily drive changes in
others.” Accordingly, while the goals of this proceeding are appropriately ambitious, the

Commission should remain attentive to the need for sequencing, prioritization, and iterative

5 OIR, at 1-2.

6 Senate Bill 57 (Padilla, Ch. 647, Stats. 2025). SB 57 requires the Commission to provide an
assessment by January 1, 2027, on the potential cost impacts from new, large transmission-connected
loads from data centers on electrical corporations and their customers,
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmI?bill id=202520260SB57.

7 Assembly Bill 2109 (Carrillo, Ch. 700, Stats. 2024). AB 2109 requires the Commission to
implement an exemption from non-bypassable or departing load charges for certain industrial customers
that utilize process heat recovery technology, subject to a cap and prescribed requirements to be
established by the Commission,

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill _id=202320240AB2109.

8 Id., at 14.

? Id., at 11-13.
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development of the record to ensure that the resulting rate design framework is both well-
founded and durable.

Further, though the proceeding will focus in part on evaluating rate design for current
customers, it will also encompass the broader framework for providing electric service to new
customers. While the investor-owned utilities (IOU) are the sole delivery service providers in
their service territories, community choice aggregators (CCA) within those service territories are
the default generation service providers for new load located within the CCA territories, subject
to a customer’s ability to opt out of CCA service. Accordingly, any tariff changes considered by
the Commission should preserve and reflect customer choice.

Further, consistent with this default role for serving new customers, CCAs require timely
access to information regarding new large loads and anticipated generation needs to enable
procurement of sufficient resources on behalf of those customers. As the Commission considers
information sharing requirements and data sharing provisions, it should ensure, consistent with
statutory requirements and Commission precedent, that CCAs maintain access to customer and
load data necessary to fulfill their procurement and service obligations. '°

Given these considerations, CalCCA recommends the Commission adopt the scope
proposed in the OIR, with the following additions:

e Ensure that any tariff changes preserve customer choice and recognize the role of

CCAs as the default generation providers for customers within their service
territories;

10 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(c)(9) requires IOUs to “cooperate fully with any community choice
aggregators that investigate, pursue, or implement community choice aggregation programs.” In D.04-12-
046, the Commission interpreted this section to provide the CCAs with “all relevant usage information,
load data and customer information.” 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 52,
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/WORD PDE/FINAL DECISION/42389.PDF.
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e Adopt the proposed scope of the proceeding, with the addition of: (1) statewide
information-sharing requirements between IOUs and CCAs regarding large load
interconnection requests and new customer development; and (2) the consideration of
rate designs to best leverage behind-the-meter storage as a grid asset;

e Establish clear coordination mechanisms between this proceeding and related
proceedings, including the use of shared workshops, aligned procedural schedules,
and iterative record development to reduce duplication and improve consistency
across proceedings;

e Structure the proceeding into separate tracks and phases to better manage complexity
and statutory deadlines, including: (1) first determining whether data centers warrant
distinct tariff treatment separate from other large loads before developing broader
large load tariff structures; and (2) sequencing broader rate reform issues before
revisiting the Base Services Charge (BSC) to ensure that fixed-charge discussions are
informed by overall rate structure decisions; and

e Authorize the use of an outside consultant to support rate design analysis in this
proceeding.

Each of these recommendations is discussed below in CalCCA’s responses to the questions set
forth in the OIR.

II. QUESTION 1: Please provide comments on the list of preliminary issues. Are there
any missing issues?

CalCCA generally supports the scope of this proceeding as set forth in the OIR and
agrees that a comprehensive examination of electric rate design is both timely and necessary
given the scale of ongoing affordability pressures and the consideration of load growth
(including from large loads and data centers) and the potential for resulting cost shifts to
customers.'! The breadth of issues identified, including updates to time-of-use rate design,
evaluation of marginal cost methodologies, consideration of changes to the BSC, wildfire costs,
and rate design for data center customers, reflects the complexity of aligning rates with cost-

causation principles while advancing state policy objectives.'?

1 OIR, at 10-11.
12 OIR, at 11-13.



CalCCA proposes an addition to Issue J in the Preliminary Scoping Memo (OIR Section
3), which addresses whether new tariffs are required for data centers and/or other large load
customers and if yes, what should be included in those tariffs. In the ongoing Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) Rule 30 proceeding (A.24-11-007)'3, a proposed Settlement includes
agreement between CalCCA and PG&E for certain information sharing timelines to ensure that
CCAs operating in PG&E’s territory receive notice of new transmission-interconnected loads
requesting interconnection at sites where the CCA is the default generation provider.'* CalCCA
recommends that the scope of this proceeding clearly include the adoption of similar information
sharing provisions in the other large IOU territories regardless of whether the CPUC determines
that new tariffs for data centers and/or other large loads are needed. Extending these information
sharing provisions across the state improves consistency and promotes the ability of CCAs to
serve all of their customers affordably and efficiently.

CalCCA also proposes the Commission adopt an additional issue to the scope to consider
rate designs that incentivize the utilization of behind-the-meter (BTM) storage resources to
support state goals. Specifically, the Commission should consider rate designs that leverage the
technical ability of storage to provide maximum value to the grid, rather than limiting BTM
storage to serving on-site load. In this enhanced role, grid charging and grid exports could be
driven by market needs and distribution constraints. Current export limitations to standalone

BTM storage and grid charging restrictions to storage paired with solar are an unneccessary

13 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Application for Approval of Electric Rule 30 for Transmission

Level Service for Retail Electric Service Rebuttal Testimony, A.24-11-007 (Nov. 21, 2024),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M547/K155/547155949.PDF.

14 See Joint Motion for Adoption of Partial Settlement Agreement of Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (U 39 E), the Public Advocates Olffice, the California Community Choice Association, and
Sierra Club, A.24-11-007 (May 7, 2026),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M606/K273/606273116.PDF.
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regulatory constraint that limit the system value of BTM storage assets. CalCCA members are
very interested in growing programs that support adoption and utilization of BTM storage but
cannot accomplish this objective under the status quo. There is urgency to act: the storage
investment tax credit will phase-out after 2032, and a larger and more flexible BTM fleet will
increase distribution system utilization and provide opportunities to minimize needed grid
upgrades necessitated by electrification.

With these additions, CalCCA recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed
scope. At the same time, CalCCA highlights several additional issues within that scope that
illustrate the breadth and complexity of the proceeding and the range of potential policy
pathways available to the Commission. CalCCA recommends that the Commission include the
following within its analysis of the following scoping items:

e In response to Issue (e) (potential adjustments to the BSC):

o Adjustments to the BSC should be evaluated in conjunction with corresponding
reductions to volumetric rates to improve marginal price signals, support
beneficial residential electrification, and avoid unintended bill impacts; and

o Consideration of fixed cost recovery and demand charge structures should
prioritize designs that incentivize load shifting and efficient grid utilization, rather
than merely reallocating cost recovery in a manner that weakens marginal price
signals.

e In response to Issue (j) (tariffs for data center/large load customers to prevent
stranded costs and/or cost shifting):

o Large load planning and cost allocation should be aligned with Resource
Adequacy (RA) and Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) frameworks to ensure
that costs and risks are appropriately assigned; and

o The Commission should evaluate tariff provisions that protect against speculative
load, which could enable more accurate incorporation of such loads into RA
planning.

e In response to Issue (m) (rate design requirements for dynamic rates):



o Improvements to customer data access is critical to enable CCAs to design and
implement dynamic rates and related programs; and '

o To meaningfully evaluate rate design proposals in this proceeding.

The above list is not meant to be exhaustive but rather reflects a subset of topics that
demonstrate the range of potential pathways this proceeding could take and the importance of
developing a flexible, well-informed record. These examples also underscore the importance of
data access, which is critical to enabling meaningful participation in dynamic rate design. Also
absent sufficient access to the data necessary to evaluate proposals, parties will be unable to
meaningfully assess rate design options or support the Commission in achieving the objectives
identified in the OIR.

Further, as the list demonstrates, the success of this proceeding will depend in large part
on how it is coordinated with a number of parallel Commission proceedings and related
regulatory efforts. Several of the issues identified in the OIR, such as cost allocation, wildfire
costs, demand flexibility, and rate structures for large and dynamic loads, are also being actively
examined in other forums, including proceedings addressing the Power Charge Indifference
Adjustment (PCIA), Demand Response, various ongoing dynamic rate pilots, and General Rate
Cases (GRC), to name a few. !¢ In addition, the Distributed Energy Resource (DER) proceeding
(R.22-11-013) is examining data access issues that will likely overlap with the scope of this
proceeding. Absent careful coordination, there is a risk that determinations made in this
proceeding could either preempt or conflict with findings in those related dockets, leading to

inefficiencies or inconsistent policy outcomes.

15 See, e.g., San Diego Community Power and Clean Energy Alliance Prehearing Conference

Statement, A.26-02-001 (Mar. 23, 2026), at 5-10,
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M602/K998/602998552.PDF.

16 See PCIA (R.25-02-005), Enhanced Demand Response (R.25-09-004), Real Time Pricing Pilots
(R.22-07-005), PG&E GRC Phase 2 (A.24-09-014), San Diego Gas & Electric Demand Flexibility Rates
(A.26-02-001).
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In addition, this proceeding will necessarily intersect with ongoing efforts outside the
Commission, including work at the California Energy Commission regarding the Load
Management Standards (LMS), which impact customer-facing rate designs and demand
flexibility strategies. The OIR itself recognizes the importance of aligning rate design with load
management objectives and dynamic pricing frameworks.!” CalCCA therefore recommends that
the Commission establish clear coordination mechanisms, such as shared workshops, aligned
timelines, or iterative record development, to ensure that insights from dynamic rate pilots, LMS
implementation, and related proceedings are effectively incorporated into this rulemaking. Doing
so will help avoid duplicative efforts and support the development of a rate design framework
that is both effective and responsive to evolving grid and customer needs.

III. QUESTION 2: Please provide comments on the schedule. Should this proceeding

initially focus on only a portion of the preliminary issues? If so, which issues should
be addressed first and why?

CalCCA recommends that the Commission establish separate tracks and phased
implementation in this proceeding. While the issues before the Commission are connected by the
overarching goals of improving affordability and advancing electrification, certain matters warrant
more immediate attention due to statutory deadlines and pressing policy considerations. CalCCA
recommends that Track 1 focus on large load and data center issues, while Track 2 address the
broader set of rate reform questions. Within Track 1, a Phase 1 should prioritize the deadlines
established by SB 57 and the threshold question of how best to prevent cost shifts and stranded
costs associated with data centers. The broader issues of commercial and industrial rate signals and
the legislative directives established by AB 2109, while important, are not subject to the same

statutory timeline and would be better suited for more deliberate consideration in a Phase 2.

17 OIR, at 2-4.



Track 2, which could proceed in parallel with Track 1, can provide a forum for the

broader rate reform topics identified in the OIR. Although affordability remains an urgent

concern, the scope, complexity, and interdependency of these issues warrant a more measured

schedule. Accordingly, Phase 1 of Track 2 should prioritize broader rate design considerations,

with a potential reevaluation of the BSC in Phase 2. Because the BSC has only been

implemented for several months (and was only implemented by PG&E in March of this year),

allowing time for additional data collection, while also addressing complex issues such as

marginal cost methodologies, will support a more iterative, informed, and efficient process.

With these considerations in mind, CalCCA proposes the following scoping issues be

addressed in the Tracks and Phases discussed below. The table below is also provided for ease of

reference and to summarize CalCCA’s procedural proposal.

Track Phase Primary focus/Issues Potential Timing
Track 1 — Large Phase 1 Immediate issues related to SB 57 and | Near-term
Loads / Data data centers. (Issue j.)
Centers
Phase 2 Issues related to improving rate signals | Longer-term
for large load customers and
implementing the requirements of AB
2109. (Issues k. and 1.)
Track 2 — Rate Phase 1 TOU, Dynamic Rates, Cost of Service, | Can run parallel
Reform Wildfire, Equity, Marginal Cost, with Track 1, but
Demand Charges (Issues a. through d., | needs time for
g., 1., and m.), BTM Storage. proper evaluation
Phase 2 BSC (Issues e. and h.) After Track 2
Phase 1 is
completed

Track 1, Phase 1 would focus on data centers, which has been identified as Issue j.'® SB

57 requires the Commission to submit a report on the potential for data center loads to result in

18 OIR, at 12.



cost shifts of stranded costs by January 1, 2027." In light of this deadline, CalCCA recommends
that Issue j., considering whether new tariffs for data centers are needed to prevent cost shifts and
stranded costs, should be prioritized for completion in an initial Track of this proceeding.

SB 57 directs the Commission to study:

e Increased procurement costs to meet data center energy demand;

e Costs of interconnection infrastructure to serve new data centers including the cost of
stranded assets were a new customer stop operations; and

e “Opportunities” to address cost shifts driven by data center load.?
The Commission’s report to address the statutory directives regarding data centers will assist the
Commission and parties in addressing the threshold question of whether separate tariffs for data
center customers are needed and by extension whether other large load tariffs are needed. Given
the statutory deadline, Issue j. should therefore be taken up in the first track of this proceeding.

To the extent the Commission determines that new tariffs are needed for data centers or
other large load customers, the Commission must acknowledge the unique regulatory and retail
choice landscape in California. The tariffs should reflect the default role of CCAs serving new
loads locating in their territory subject to each customer’s ability to opt out of CCA service.
CalCCA and PG&E have addressed in A.24-11-007 the tariff language required for PG&E’s
Rule 30 tariff to reflect the role of the CCA. Similar language should appear in any new tariff
adopted by the Commission for data center and/or other large load customers.

Track 1, Phase 2 would focus on the remaining large load issues identified in Issue k. and
1.21

The issues related to improving rate signals for large load customers and implementing the

requirements of AB 2109 are important and warrant careful consideration by the Commission.

19 OIR, at 8.
20 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 913.22 (a).
A OIR, at 12-13.

10



However, unlike the threshold questions related to data centers and the statutory deadlines
established by SB 57, these issues are not subject to the same immediate Legislative mandates and
would benefit from additional stakeholder development and analysis. Questions regarding how to
design rate signals to support electrification, beneficial load growth, and load flexibility for large
commercial and industrial customers involve complex policy tradeoffs with potentially broad
implications for rate design and cost allocation. Similarly, implementation of AB 2109 will require
the Commission to establish detailed eligibility criteria, caps, and operational requirements for
customers utilizing process heat recovery technology. These topics are therefore better suited for
Phase 2 of Track 1, where parties can build upon the record developed in Phase 1. In particular, the
Commission’s conclusions regarding the treatment of data centers, cost responsibility, and
protections against stranded costs in Phase 1 may help inform and guide the Phase 2 discussion
regarding appropriate rate structures for specific customer classes and technologies.

Track 2 would focus on the broader goals of rate reform. Phase 1 would concentrate on
TOU, Dynamic Rates, Cost of Service, Wildfire, Equity, Marginal Cost, Demand Charges, BTM
Storage and Phase 2 on BSC, covering Issues a. through i. and m..?> CalCCA appreciates the
Commission’s effort to quickly address rate-related topics with significant impacts on customers.
However, the complexity of topics such as TOU, dynamic rates, cost-of-service analyses, wildfire
costs, demand charges, and equity will likely require more time for discussion than the
contemplated timeline allows. CalCCA proposes including its additional request to evaluate BTM
storage rate design in Phase 1 of Track 2. Transformative changes to rates require careful
consideration and robust analysis to mitigate unintended consequences and achieve desired goals.

The Commission is balancing the inherent tensions between the current, volumetric rate paradigm,

2 OIR, at 11-13.

11



which historically incentivized energy efficiency investments and conservation, and the need to
incentivize electrification with lower volumetric rates. Additionally, the PG&E and SCE dynamic
pricing pilots are ongoing, with mid-term evaluations coming in Quarter 3 of 2026. Results from
these pilots will provide valuable insights for consideration in any future rate structure changes.

The Commission should also carefully prioritize issues and consider how some proposed
issues could inform others. Specifically, consideration of rate structures and potential proposals
for adjustments would be beneficial before any discussion of the BSC. As a fixed charge, the
BSC itself is a specific element of the broader rate structure. If parties propose and agree to
adjustments to the balance between fixed and volumetric charges, those discussions could inform
any needed changes to the BSC. Otherwise, changes could be made to the BSC, which are then
overridden by larger structural changes. This would result in an inefficient and potentially
confusing process. Additionally, as of the date of this filing, no IOU has implemented the BSC
for a full year, and PG&E has only just begun implementing the BSC in its service area. Before
contemplating changes to the BSC, the Commission should allow more time for gathering data
from the implementation.

Therefore, the Commission should address broader rate design considerations in Phase 1
of this proceeding and defer consideration of potential BSC modifications to a subsequent Phase
2. This sequencing will promote an efficient process, mitigate unintended consequences, and
allow for the collection and evaluation of additional BSC implementation data.

IV.  QUESTION 3: What changes or updates are needed to improve the income
verification processes used for the Base Services Charge (formerly the income-
graduated fixed charge), as adopted in D.24-05-028? Please refer to the Process

Working Group Final Report, served to the R.22-07-005 Service List on January 15,
2026, and included as Attachment A to this OIR.

CalCCA has no recommendations at this time for modifying the income verification

process associated with the BSC. However, the Commission should carefully weigh the potential
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approaches for income verification outlined in the Process Working Group Final Report (Income
Verification Report) against their potential benefits and implementation costs. Decision 24-05-
028 satisfied the statutory objectives by establishing a 3-tier BSC structure that minimized
administrative complexity and costs by leveraging existing CARE/FERA enrollment processes,
as well as deed-restricted housing eligibility.? The Commission adopted this approach, in part,
because of concerns regarding the complexity and potentially significant costs associated with
implementing a new statewide income verification framework.

The Commission subsequently established the Process Working Group to explore
potential improvements to the BSC income verification process.?* However, despite the
recommendations contained in the Income Verification Report, additional investigation into
implementation costs remains necessary before the Commission considers adopting any new
verification framework. Notably, the Income Verification Report does not include cost estimates
from the IOUs,? which would ultimately be responsible for implementing and administering any
revised income verification process. The absence of this information leaves a significant gap in
the record and makes it difficult to fully evaluate the operational and ratepayer impacts of either
the Near-Term or Long-term Proposal.

Additionally, the Commission should remain mindful that the BSC is not inherently a
cost-saving measure; it is a redistribution of costs. Accordingly, pursuing income verification
changes that require substantial new administrative investments could increase overall costs for

all customers, in direct opposition to the affordability goals the BSC is intended to advance.

2 D.24-05-008, Decision Addressing Assembly Bill 205 Requirements for Electric Utilities,
Rulemaking (R.) 22-07-005 (May 9, 2024), at Ordering Paragraph (OP) 3,
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/GO00/M531/K318/531318301.PDF.

24 Id., Conclusion of Law 14.

25 Income Verification Process Working Group Final Report (Jan. 15, 2026), at 5-6, Table ES-1,
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M603/K849/603849545.pdf.
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More time for implementation, together with additional analysis of costs and operational impacts
associated with potential income verification proposals, is necessary to effectively evaluate
whether further BSC modification is necessary.

V. QUESTION 4: Are there any statutory interpretation issues of the Public Utilities
Code that were not resolved in R.22-07-005 and should be considered in this
proceeding regarding the Base Services Charge, reform of residential rates to better
reflect cost causation, or regarding the interplay between the California Alternate
Rates for Energy (CARE) program and the Base Services Charge?

Please see the answer to question 3, above.

VI. QUESTION 5: AB 205 amended Pub. Util. Code Section 739.9(c) to eliminate the
requirement that the Commission “require each electrical corporation to offer
default rates to residential customers with at least two usage tiers.” Is it consistent

with Public Utilities Code for the Commission to consider adopting default time-of-
use rates that do not include usage tiers?

CalCCA has no comment on this issue at this time.
VII. QUESTION 6: What rate designs and tariff service agreement terms have been
adopted in other states or regions for data center customers? Have other states or

regions created a separate customer class for data center customers? Should these
rates be applicable in California? If so, how?

Across the country, states are taking a wide variety of approaches to data centers and
other large loads. Any consideration of potential tariff terms for data centers must be informed
by California’s retail competition and the role of CCAs as the default providers of generation
service for new customers in their territories subject to the customer’s opportunity to opt out of
CCA service. Because very few states operate under a comparable retail competition structure,
any effort by the Commission to adopt or adapt another state’s approach to data center customers
should account for the distinct role of CCAs in providing generation service.

As an initial matter, PG&E’s proposed Rule 30 tariff, under consideration in A.24-11-

007, provides a model for how to reflect the unique role played by the CCA. PG&E proposes to

14



incorporate clear language in its tariff highlighting the role of the CCA as the default provider of
generation service for new customers in their tariff:

INFORMATION SHARING WITH CCAs. For any Facility at a
location within the service area of a CCA, the CCA is the default
provider of generation service. The affected CCA will automatically
serve any new Applicant in its service area subject to the choice of
the Applicant to opt out of CCA service to receive generation service
from PG&E. Upon receipt of an application for Retail Service for a
Facility in a CCA’s service area, PG&E will provide the affected
CCA a copy of the application within twenty (20) business days of
receipt, to ensure the CCA receives key information about the Retail
Service request to inform the CCA of the new customer, including
the customer contact information, location, facility type, capacity
ramp schedule, on-site generation, and requested timing for the
interconnection. PG&E will also provide to the affected CCA
quarterly reports that provide wupdates on the proposed
interconnection timelines related to Applicant, and any changes to
customer information or timelines. Information provided by PG&E
to the CCA is subject to confidentiality protections established by
the CPUC.*

PG&E’s proposed tariff language not only acknowledges the role of the CCA but also ensures
that customers are on notice that relevant information will be shared with the CCA. Comparable
provisions should be incorporated into any interconnection or delivery service tariffs adopted by
the other California IOUs.

While only a limited number of states have retail generation choice, and therefore limited
examples of tariff language highlighting the role of generation competition, there is precedent in
other states for language highlighting the role of non-IOU generation providers. For example,
American Electric Power (AEP) Ohio has clear language in its large load tariff highlighting the

role of competitive service providers. Schedule DCT, AEP Ohio’s Data Center tariff reads:

26 A.24-11-007, Attachment A-4.

15



“Customers receiving service under this schedule may select competitive service from a CRES

[Competitive Retail Electric Service] Provider or Standard Offer Service.”?’

Beyond ensuring that adequate information is provided both to new customers regarding
the role of the CCA and to the CCAs regarding new customers they will serve, as proposed in the
PG&E Rule 30 proceeding (A.24-11-007), at this time, CCAs do not seek to dictate or modify
the substantive terms of the IOU tariffs. CCA Governing Boards retain sole governing and
ratemaking authority over the terms and conditions of their generation service, and CCA
Governing Boards will set the terms and conditions of service to large load or data center
customers. Service to new customers will be consistent with cost of service as well as the
requirements of section 366.2 (c)(4) requiring universal access, reliability and equitable
treatment of all classes of customers.?®

As CCAs consider developing new terms and conditions for data center customers, they
are also considering provisions adopted in other states including minimum service length,
prepayment of contract costs, minimum demand charges, and other risk-mitigation mechanisms.
As the needs of each CCA will vary, so will the necessary terms and conditions to meet the
needs of their new and existing customers.

VIII. QUESTION 7: What rate designs have been adopted in other states or regions for
other large load customers, including for industrial heat process producers and
large commercial hydrogen generation, to support electrification, beneficial load
growth and load flexibility? Should these rate designs be applicable in California? If
so, how?

CalCCA has no comment on this issue at this time.

27 Ohio Power Company Tariff Book, P.U.C.O. No. 22 at 223-4,
https://www.aepohio.com/lib/docs/ratesandtariffs/Ohio/AEP_Ohio_Tariff Bookvl.pdf.
28 Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 366.2(c)(4)(A)-(C).
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IX. QUESTION 8: Should the Commission authorize the Proposal for Consultant
Contract provided in Attachment B? Should any amendments to the proposal be
made?

CalCCA supports the use of an outside consultant to assist with rate design analysis

X. CONCLUSION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests
adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.

Respectfully submitted,

Jegundiolic

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

May 11, 2026
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