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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends the Commission:  

• Adopt clear triggers for remedial action by the IOUs tied to missed energization 
targets, including overdue projects, systemic delays, disparate customer impacts, and 
incomplete or missing data, with defined thresholds and evaluation intervals; 

• Establish a structured escalation framework for IOU noncompliance that ties remedial 
actions and enforcement consequences to the frequency and severity of violations, 
including required Remedial Action Plans, enhanced oversight, and formal 
enforcement actions; 

• Develop a performance-based enforcement penalty framework for the IOUs specific 
to energization delays, with IOU shareholder funded penalties which escalate with 
repeated noncompliance;  

• Establish clear, consistent guidelines for auditor selection, scope, and oversight, 
including requirements to ensure auditor independence, Commission approval of 
auditor selection, and coordination across overlapping audit requirements; and 

• Require frequent, standardized, and transparent IOU reporting, including monthly 
reports to the docket and public-facing access to performance data, to enable ongoing 
oversight and accountability. 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 



 

 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 
 
Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish 
Energization Timelines. 
 

 
 R.24-01-018 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON 

ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S AMENDED PHASE 2 SCOPING MEMO AND RULING  
 

California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant 

to the Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling3 (Amended 

Scoping Ruling), dated March 19, 2026, and Email Ruling Granting Party Status and Extending 

Comment Deadline,4 dated April 10, 2026.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Phase 1 Decision (D.) 24-09-0205 implemented the near-term statutory requirements 

of Senate Bill (SB) 4106 and Assembly Bill (AB) 507 by establishing energization targets, 

 
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  Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling, Rulemaking (R.) 
24-01-018 (Mar. 19, 2026). 
4  Email Ruling Granting Party Status and Extending Comment Deadline, R.24-01-018 (Apr. 10, 
2026).  
5  D.24-09-020, Decision Establishing Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for 
Customers to Report Energization Delays, R.24-01-018 (Sept. 12, 2024). 
6  Senate Bill 410 (Becker, Ch. 394, Stats. 2023). SB 410 requires the Commission to establish: (1) 
target energization deadlines; (2) IOU annual reporting requirements on compliance with target deadlines, 
reasons for noncompliance, strategy for improvement, and staffing levels necessary to meet goals; and (3) 
reporting processes for customer complaints on energization. 
7  Assembly Bill 50 (Wood, Ch. 317, Stats. 2023). AB 50 requires the Commission to: (1) establish 
criteria for timely energization; (2) create IOU reporting requirements on fulfillment of timely electric 
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timelines, and reporting requirements for the investor-owned utilities (IOU), including Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and San 

Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E). The Phase 1 Decision was designed to accelerate 

energization, improve transparency for customers regarding project status and to the cause of 

energization delays, and provide mechanisms for customers to report delays to the Commission.  

The original Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, dated March 28, 2024, 

set Phase 2 to focus on refining the timelines and requirements set forth in the Phase 1 Decision.8 

Subsequent to the Phase 1 Decision, Governor Newsom signed SB 2549 into law, adding 

additional requirements for the Commission related to the energization delays. The Amended 

Scoping Memo adds the new SB 254 requirements to the original scope.  

The Legislature sent an unmistakable signal in enacting SB 254: timely customer 

energization is a priority, and the Commission is expected to ensure that timelines improve, and 

targets are met. That directive builds on the framework established in SB 410, which added 

Public Utilities Code section 934(d)10 mandating that the Commission “require [the IOUs] to 

take remedial actions necessary to achieve the targets” established in the Phase 1 Decision. This 

statutory language is not permissive. Through SB 254, the Legislature added subsection (g) to 

section 934, mandating that the Commission “establish an enforcement policy for the targets 

 
service; (3) hold an annual public workshop with interested parties and experts in customer energization 
to discuss the IOU reports and needs for revision of the criteria; (4) evaluate the report from IOUs with 
backlogged projects and ensure the IOUs are taking actions necessary to energize at least 80 percent of 
the backlog; and (5) ensure the IOUs are improving their projected demand forecasts. 
8  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.24-01-018 (Mar. 28, 2024); see also 
Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.24-01-018 (Oct. 18, 2024) (modifying 
Scoping Memo issues and schedule by creating a separate ratesetting track and schedule for the request of 
PG&E to revise 2025 and 2026 energization cost caps). 
9  Senate Bill 254 (Becker, Ch. 119, Stats. 2025). 
10  All subsequent code sections cited herein are references to the California Public Utilities Code, 
unless otherwise specified.  
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[established in the Phase 1 Decision] that include penalties for not complying with the remedial 

actions required pursuant to” section 934(d). In doing so, the Legislature made clear that 

accountability mechanisms must extend beyond remedial directives to include performance-

based penalties. In other words, the Legislature reinforced that energization targets must be met, 

and that concrete, enforceable actions must be taken to achieve those outcomes. 

SB 254 further added an audit requirement, expanding Commission authority for 

enforcing energization targets by granting discretion to act on third-party auditor 

recommendations under section 940(e). The sum of these provisions reflects a clear legislative 

design: mandatory performance standards paired with enforceable accountability tools.11  

In response to the amended scoping questions, CalCCA provides a concrete, enforceable 

recommended framework for ensuring compliance with energization targets. First, CalCCA 

proposes that a framework be established to ensure energization targets are achieved and 

sustained. These proposals are centered on the performance targets established in Phase 1, using 

achievement, or failure to achieve, those benchmarks as the primary trigger for remedial action. 

CalCCA’s proposal emphasizes that data underpinning any performance evaluation must be 

sufficiently detailed, complete, and reliable; deficiencies in data quality should likewise prompt 

corrective measures.  

Second, building on these triggers, CalCCA proposes a structured, escalating framework 

for remedial action designed to identify root causes and drive timely performance improvements. 

To reinforce these incentives, and consistent with SB 254’s inclusion of penalties, CalCCA 

recommends that financial consequences be borne by IOU shareholders rather than ratepayers.  

 
11  SB 254 also added a requirement that the Commission report to the legislature by January 1, 
2027, whether to require the IOUs to adjust their executive compensation based on whether the IOU 
meets the Phase 1 Decision energization targets. The executive compensation requirement is a reporting 
requirement, and therefore not scoped into Phase 2 as an issue to be resolved. 
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Third, in response to the Commission’s question regarding usage of a joint auditor to 

implement SB 254’s audit requirements and to coordinate with the SB 410 auditors, CalCCA 

recommends that the Commission adopt clear, consistent, and transparent guidelines governing 

the selection, scope, and use of such auditors.   

Fourth, the Commission should require enhanced monthly reporting on IOU progress, 

leveraging existing data to provide a current and actionable view of performance and to ensure 

timely identification of emerging compliance risks. 

As set forth in detail below and in response to the Amended Scoping Memo questions, 

CalCCA therefore recommends the Commission: 

• Adopt clear triggers for remedial action by the IOUs tied to missed energization 
targets, including overdue projects, systemic delays, disparate customer impacts, and 
incomplete or missing data, with defined thresholds and evaluation intervals; 

• Establish a structured escalation framework for IOU noncompliance that ties remedial 
actions and enforcement consequences to the frequency and severity of violations, 
including required Remedial Action Plans, enhanced oversight, and formal 
enforcement actions; 

• Develop a performance-based enforcement penalty framework for the IOUs specific 
to energization delays, with IOU shareholder funded penalties which escalate with 
repeated noncompliance;  

• Establish clear, consistent guidelines for auditor selection, scope, and oversight, 
including requirements to ensure auditor independence, Commission approval of 
auditor selection, and coordination across overlapping audit requirements; and 

• Require frequent, standardized, and transparent IOU reporting, including monthly 
reports to the docket and public-facing access to performance data, to enable ongoing 
oversight and accountability. 

II. A FRAMEWORK WITH TRIGGERS FOR IOU REMEDIAL ACTION AND 
PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO ENSURE 
ENERGIZATION TARGETS ARE ACHIEVED 

To achieve or exceed the energization targets set in Phase 1, the Commission should 

establish a comprehensive framework for ensuring accountability and improving utility 



 

5 

performance as required by AB 50, SB 410, and SB 254. The Amended Scoping Ruling lists 

several questions on how the Commission should proceed with enforcing the energization 

timelines established in Phase 1. In Section 2.A. of the Amended Scoping Ruling, the questions 

focus on the requirement for the Commission to order remedial action “necessary to achieve the 

targets” that have been established in Phase 1. The Commission is also required to comply with 

section 934(g), which was added in SB 254, requiring penalties for failure to comply with 

section 934(d) remedial actions. Given these requirements, CalCCA recommends the 

Commission adopt a framework that includes: (1) clearly defined, objective triggers for remedial 

action; (2) implementing a structured, escalating framework once a violation occurs; and (3) 

shareholder-funded penalties that build on the Commission’s existing Enforcement Policy while 

tailoring penalty calculations to reflect actual customer harm. 

A. IOU Remedial Action Should Result from the Activation of Clearly Defined 
Triggers  

First, to comply with section 934(d), the Commission should adopt clear, objective 

triggers for when remedial actions are required. The Commission should require remedial action 

when through compliance reporting or otherwise the Commission determines that an IOU: 

1. Fails to meet average or maximum energization targets over defined reporting 
intervals (e.g., monthly, or quarterly);  

2. Has projects that exceed maximum energization targets and are therefore 
“overdue projects”;12  

3. Demonstrates systemic delays, rather than isolated incidents;  

4. Shows disparate outcomes across customer classes or geographies, contrary to 
Commission intent that all customers benefit from accelerated targets;13 or 

 
12  D.24-09-020, at 18. 
13  Id. at 77. 
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5. Fails to provide requisite data in energization reports.14 

Some triggers, such as failure to meet maximum timelines or submission of incomplete 

data, are readily identifiable and should result in clear, automatic consequences. Others, 

including systemic delays or disparate outcomes, may emerge over time and require more 

nuanced evaluation and tailored corrective action. Automatic consequences are appropriate 

where violations are objective, transparent, and easily verifiable, for example, monthly 

exceedances of maximum energization timelines. Average energization performance may be 

more appropriately assessed over a longer interval (e.g., quarterly), as monthly averages can be 

skewed by fluctuations in project volume or timing, but upon missing a threshold can 

automatically trigger a violation. Other outcomes such as disparate impacts or determining 

whether the delays are individualized or systemic will likely take deeper analysis and discretion. 

This framework will ensure that enforcement mechanisms are both predictable and 

proportionate, while still allowing the Commission to address more complex performance issues 

as they arise. As set forth below, this framework can include escalating responses based upon the 

severity or frequency of the violation. 

B. A Clear, Enforceable, and Escalating Remedial Framework Should be 
Adopted for Missed Energization Targets 

The Commission should adopt a graduated escalation framework that ties remedial 

actions directly to the frequency and severity of noncompliance, while ensuring that any 

 
14  While items 1-4 are tied to the goals and outcomes established in Phase 1, none can be effectively 
evaluated without strict adherence to the data collection requirements identified in item 5. Given section 
934(d) requires the Commission to ensure IOUs are taking necessary actions to achieve energization 
targets, establishing a trigger for failure to provide the data to evaluate performance of those targets is 
necessary. Further, the Commission has additional authority under section 940(e), to take remedial actions 
to address deficiencies identified in the auditor’s reports, providing both a requirement and discretion to 
enforce strict standards on the IOUs’ reporting requirements. Strict data reporting requirements are also 
not new, and Commission programs routinely impose penalties for incomplete or inaccurate filings. See, 
e.g., Resolution E-5426 (Oct. 30, 2025) (IRP Compliance), at A-5. 
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prescribed remedies are grounded in a clear, evidence-based understanding of root causes. The 

Commission’s existing enforcement mechanisms prescribed by Resolution M-4846 already 

recognize that penalties and corrective measures should be calibrated based on the severity, 

frequency, and nature of the violation, including whether the conduct is repeated or ongoing.15 

Building on this principle, the Commission can establish a forward-looking structure, such as 

that set forth below, specific to energization performance: 

• First violation: Require the IOU to file a Remedial Action Plan within 30 days, 
identifying root causes, corrective actions, and a timeline for returning to compliance. 
This plan should include a demonstration that the IOU has evaluated whether delays 
stem from staffing constraints, project management deficiencies, contracting 
practices, or other internal processes. 

• Second violation: Require enhanced reporting and Commission oversight, including 
more frequent updates and potential independent verification. At this stage, the 
Commission should scrutinize the sufficiency of the IOU’s root cause analysis and 
ensure that proposed remedies are targeted and supported by evidence, rather than 
defaulting to increased staffing or funding. 

• Third violation: Trigger formal enforcement action and penalties, including 
shareholder-funded financial consequences. Any request for additional resources 
should be subject to heightened Commission review and clearly tied to demonstrated 
need and prior corrective efforts. 

This proposed structure can ensure that energization targets function as binding obligations 

rather than aspirational goals, while reinforcing that remedial action must be both effective and 

efficient. Critically, the Commission should not presume that energization delays are the result of 

insufficient staffing or funding in every instance. While staffing constraints may be a 

contributing factor, delays may also arise from shortcomings in project management, contracting 

practices, or internal IOU processes. Accordingly, the Commission should require a rigorous, 

evidence-based showing of root causes before authorizing additional resources. 

 
15  See Resolution M-4846, Resolution Adopting Commission Enforcement Policy (Nov. 5, 2020), at 
10. 
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Existing audit requirements established pursuant to SB 41016 may provide insight into 

staffing practices, for example, highlighting reliance on outdated workforce models.17 However, 

these assessments are largely observational and do not provide the level of detail or actionable 

recommendations on their own. Where root causes indicate potential resource constraints, the 

Commission should undertake additional fact-finding to validate those claims. 

By pairing a graduated enforcement framework with disciplined root cause analysis, the 

Commission can promote accountability while safeguarding ratepayers. This approach reinforces 

that timely energization is a core utility obligation, and that performance improvements must be 

achieved through demonstrably effective, not merely expedient, solutions. 

C. The Commission Should Adopt Performance-Based Penalties That Are 
Shareholder Funded 

The Commission should not solely rely on its existing enforcement framework set forth 

in Resolution M-4846 to satisfy the statutory directive in section 934(g) to impose meaningful, 

performance-based penalties tied to energization delays. Resolution M-4846 can be a starting 

point, but enforcement in this proceeding should also consider the harm to customers associated 

with delayed customer energization. While the Resolution M-4846 provides a general framework 

for assessing penalties and corrective action, it is fundamentally retrospective and fails to 

adequately capture the forward-looking economic and operational impacts of delayed service 

connections which were a focus of the Legislative’s intent for enacting the bills associated with 

this proceeding.18 

 
16  Pub. Util. Code § 938. 
17  Ernst & Young LLP, Pacific Gas & Electric SB 410 Powering Up Californians Act Assessment 
(Nov. 26, 2025), at 16, “PG&E’s staffing model sets a maximum of 9,500 internal labor units annually, 
based on historical averages of ~9,000 units. Any forecast demand above this cap is allocated to 
contractors, limiting the model’s ability to reflect changes in available internal workforce capacity.” 
18  For example, SB 410 included several Legislative findings regarding the harms from energization 
delays which were codified in Pub. Util. Code § 932(a)(3), (4), (7). 
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Resolution M-4846 defines “economic harm” primarily as “the amount of expense 

imposed upon victims.”19 This definition is too narrow in the context of energization delays. For 

many commercial and industrial customers, the primary harm is not merely incremental 

expenses, but significant lost revenue, foregone business opportunities, and in some cases, the 

inability to commence operations altogether. These impacts can far exceed direct out-of-pocket 

expenses and should inform the basis for any penalty calculation. 

Further, Resolution M-4846’s penalty-setting methodology centers on the “economic 

benefit” to the IOU of failing to comply rather than on the harm to customers. Resolution 

M-4846 provides that penalties should be “at least 10 percent higher than the economic benefit,” 

which is defined as the present value of the avoided costs plus the “interest” on delayed costs.20 

This framework creates a misalignment in the present proceeding. Under this approach, an IOU 

that delays energization is penalized based on what it saved by not acting, rather than the 

magnitude of harm imposed on customers awaiting service. If the goal of penalties is to improve 

IOU performance, the Commission should establish a performance-based penalty structure that 

incorporates customer harm into the calculation. 

Yet evaluating individualized customer harms and tailoring compensation for each delay, 

while well-intentioned, would likely prove administratively burdensome. CalCCA therefore 

recommends a more streamlined approach to penalty assessment, similar to the Resource 

Adequacy (RA) compliance framework most recently modified in D.23-06-029.21 Establishing 

standardized penalty amounts, calibrated to reflect typical customer harm and designed to 

escalate with repeated or more severe noncompliance, will create clearer, more effective 

 
19  Resolution M-4846, Appendix I, at 16. 
20  Id., at 20. 
21  See D.23-06-029, Decision Adopting Local Capacity Obligations for 2024 - 2026, Flexible 
Capacity Obligations for 2024, and Program Refinements, R.21-10-002 (July 5, 2023). 
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performance incentives for the IOUs. The Commission could further strengthen this approach by 

convening a stakeholder workshop to solicit input on how best to quantify the value of customer 

harm resulting from energization delays. 

Finally, any penalties adopted in this proceeding must be explicitly shareholder-funded. 

Allowing utilities to recover penalty costs from ratepayers would undermine the deterrent effect 

of the Commission’s enforcement actions. Ensuring shareholder responsibility is particularly 

critical here, where delays in energization directly impede economic activity and impose 

significant burdens on customers.  

III. CLEAR GUIDELINES SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR AUDITOR SELECTION 
AND USE CONSISTENT WITH SB 254’S INTENT TO ADD AN ADDITIONAL 
AUDIT WITH ENFORCEABLE RECOMMENDATIONS 

In response to the questions in Section 2.C. of the Amended Scoping Ruling regarding 

the selection and coordination of auditors, the Commission should adopt clear, consistent, and 

transparent guidelines governing the selection, scope, and use of auditors pursuant to SB 25422 

and SB 410.23 As the Amended Scoping Ruling recognizes, auditor oversight will play a central 

role in evaluating IOU energization planning, performance, and compliance with Commission-

ordered targets and remedial actions. Without well-defined requirements, however, the auditor 

process risks becoming duplicative, opaque, or ineffective in driving meaningful improvements. 

Accordingly, the Commission should establish a framework that ensures independence, promotes 

consistency, minimizes costs, and delivers actionable, transparent results. 

First, the Commission should adopt a joint auditor approach for large IOUs, provided 

that appropriate safeguards are in place. A single, jointly retained auditor (or coordinated audit 

team) can promote consistency in methodology, evaluation criteria, and reporting across the 

 
22  Pub. Util. Code § 940. 
23  Pub. Util. Code § 938. 



 

11 

IOUs, enabling the Commission and stakeholders to make meaningful comparisons of 

performance. At the same time, a joint approach can reduce duplicative costs that would 

otherwise arise from multiple independent audits. However, these benefits can only be realized if 

the Commission establishes clear requirements to ensure auditor independence, including review 

of prior or ongoing business relationships with the IOUs and limitations on conflicts of interest. 

Second, the Commission should require formal coordination between SB 254 auditors 

and existing SB 410 auditors. As noted in the Amended Scoping Ruling, the IOUs have already 

been directed to retain auditors to comply with SB 410 requirements, and SB 254 introduces 

overlapping but distinct obligations, including Commission authority to act on the SB 254 

auditor requirements.24 However coordination of these parallel efforts could prevent redundant 

reviews, inconsistent findings, and unnecessary costs. To avoid this outcome, the Commission 

should require the IOUs to establish coordination protocols that include shared data access, 

clearly defined scopes of work, and regular communication between audit teams. The 

Commission should also define the respective roles of each auditor to ensure comprehensive 

coverage of energization planning, operational performance, and compliance, while avoiding 

duplication of effort. 

Third, the Commission should require full transparency of audit results and supporting 

information. At a minimum, the IOUs should be required to submit complete audit reports, 

including all findings, recommendations, and supporting data, to the Commission and serve them 

on the service list. In addition, the IOUs should be required to submit implementation plans that 

describe how they will address each audit finding, including specific actions, timelines, and 

metrics for success. Consistent with CalCCA’s prior emphasis on transparency and data access, 

 
24  Amended Scoping Ruling, at 2. 
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non-confidential portions of audit reports and implementation plans should be made publicly 

available to enable stakeholder review and accountability. Transparency is particularly 

important, as audit findings will inform Commission decisions on remedial actions, enforcement, 

and potential penalties. 

Fourth, the Commission should establish a formal process for evaluating and acting on 

auditor recommendations. Auditor findings should not be treated solely as information; in fact, 

section 940(e) gives the Commission the ability to direct remedial actions to address identified 

deficiencies. The Commission should define a clear pathway for adopting, modifying, or 

rejecting recommendations. This process should include an opportunity for party comment on 

audit results, as well as Commission’s determinations regarding which recommendations are 

mandatory. The IOUs should be required to justify any decision not to implement an auditor 

recommendation, and such justifications should be subject to Commission review. The 

Commission should also establish compliance tracking requirements to ensure that adopted 

recommendations are implemented in a timely and effective manner. 

Finally, the Commission should reaffirm that auditor-related costs associated with IOU 

performance failures should not be borne by ratepayers. SB 410 explicitly prohibits the IOUs from 

recovering certain audit costs from ratepayers, and the same principle should apply here.25 Audits 

are fundamentally a tool to evaluate and correct IOU performance and compliance; as such, they 

are more appropriately borne by shareholders, particularly when necessitated by underperformance 

or failure to meet Commission-established targets. Allowing recovery of these costs from 

ratepayers would dilute the IOUs’ incentives to improve performance and would be inconsistent 

with fundamental cost-causation principles. Moreover, to the extent that coordination between 

 
25  Pub. Util. Code § 938(a)(2). 
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SB 410 and SB 254 audits reduces duplication, total audit costs should be minimized, further 

supporting the conclusion that such costs can and should be borne by the IOUs. 

A well-designed auditor framework, grounded in independence, coordination, 

transparency, and accountability, is essential to ensure that audit requirements meaningfully 

contribute to improved energization performance. By adopting the recommendations above, the 

Commission can ensure that auditors serve as an effective tool for oversight and continuous 

improvement, rather than an additional procedural layer with limited practical impact. 

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD FOCUS ON TARGETED IMPROVEMENTS TO 
PROCESS AND PERFORMANCE INCLUDING REQUIRING THE IOUS TO 
SUBMIT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORTS TO THE DOCKET AND SERVICE 
LIST 

In response to the broad questions in Amended Scoping Ruling Section 2.D. regarding 

other areas for improvement to the energization process, the Commission should require the 

IOUs to submit monthly progress reports in this proceeding, filed to the docket, and served on 

the service list. Timely and accessible reporting is essential for evaluating whether adopted 

remedial actions are producing measurable improvements in customer outcomes. CalCCA has 

consistently underscored that reporting must be frequent, standardized, and transparent to 

stakeholders, not limited to infrequent or high-level summaries. 

Monthly reporting strikes the appropriate balance. It will provide sufficiently granular 

and timely insight into IOU performance without imposing undue administrative burden. Unlike 

the existing biannual or annual reporting structures used in other contexts, which often lag actual 

conditions, monthly reports would enable stakeholders and the Commission to identify trends, 

emerging bottlenecks, and persistent deficiencies in a timely manner. The importance of ongoing 

visibility into energization queues, project status, and IOU responsiveness ensures that statutory 

timelines are being met and that corrective actions are effective. 
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At a minimum, these monthly reports should include: (1) the number of pending 

energization requests by category and duration; (2) the number of projects moved into any 

“remedial” or exception category; (3) average and median time to energization; and (4) 

identification of key drivers of delay. CalCCA has previously recommended that reporting 

frameworks in this proceeding be designed to support the evaluation of performance against 

Commission-adopted targets and metrics, rather than merely providing descriptive information.26 

In addition to formal docket filings, the Commission should require the IOUs to publish 

this information through a public-facing portal, ensuring that customers, local governments, and 

developers can track the status of projects in real time. Given the requirement to provide 

customers with individualized project tracking, the necessary data is already being collected and 

merely needs to be aggregated to provide a running snapshot of performance. Requiring that all 

projects placed into a remedial or delayed category be clearly identified and tracked would 

further enhance accountability. 

In addition to the proposed reporting requirements, the Commission should also prioritize: 

• Action on staffing reports and ensuring appropriate workforce levels;  

• Improving report readability and usability for stakeholders; and  

• Evaluating whether current timelines remain reasonable over time.  

Although timelines should not be adjusted prematurely, the Commission should maintain a 

forward-looking perspective to ensure continuous improvement and alignment with real-world 

conditions. 

 
26  See, e.g., California Community Choice Association’s Reply Comments on the Proposed Decision 
Establishing Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for Customers to Report Energization 
Delays, R.24-01-018 (Sept. 4, 2024), at 2-3. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments 

herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
April 30, 2026 


	TITLE PAGE: CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S AMENDED PHASE 2 SCOPING MEMO AND RULING
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS
	CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING COMMENTS ON ASSIGNED COMMISSIONER’S AMENDED PHASE 2 SCOPING MEMO AND RULING
	I. INTRODUCTION
	II. A FRAMEWORK WITH TRIGGERS FOR IOU REMEDIAL ACTION AND PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO ENSURE ENERGIZATION TARGETS ARE ACHIEVED
	A. IOU Remedial Action Should Result from the Activation of Clearly Defined Triggers
	B. A Clear, Enforceable, and Escalating Remedial Framework Should be Adopted for Missed Energization Targets
	C. The Commission Should Adopt Performance-Based Penalties That Are Shareholder Funded

	III. CLEAR GUIDELINES SHOULD BE ADOPTED FOR AUDITOR SELECTION AND USE CONSISTENT WITH SB 254’S INTENT TO ADD AN ADDITIONAL AUDIT WITH ENFORCEABLE RECOMMENDATIONS
	IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD FOCUS ON TARGETED IMPROVEMENTS TO PROCESS AND PERFORMANCE INCLUDING REQUIRING THE IOUS TO SUBMIT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORTS TO THE DOCKET AND SERVICE LIST
	V. CONCLUSION

