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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

The Commission should:  

• Schedule oral argument before a quorum of the Commissioners prior to voting on the 
Proposed Decision, with a scope that includes the issues listed in the Track Two 
Scoping Memorandum and the ALJ’s March 27, 2026 Ruling issuing the Staff 
Report. 

 
1  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 to Update and 
Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account 
and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Policies and Processes. 

  
R.25-02-005 

 

 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S 
MOTION FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

 
 

Pursuant to Rule 11.1 and Rule 13.14 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s 

(Commission) Rules of Practice and Procedure,2 the California Community Choice Association3 

(CalCCA) submits this Motion for Oral Argument (Motion), concurrent with the filing of its 

Opening Brief. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In Track Two of this proceeding, the Commission is considering the appropriate 

valuation for Renewable Energy Credits (RECs) banked by Investor Owned Utilities (IOUs) 

before 2019 (Pre-2019 Banked RECs).4 There remain significant disputed material issues in this 

track and the Commission would benefit from the parties presenting oral arguments on 

these issues before voting on the Proposed Decision in this case. Therefore, the scope of oral 

 
2  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California 
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021) (RPP). 
3  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. 
4  See R.25-02-005, Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling (Feb. 3, 2026) 
at 2-5 (Amended Track Two Scoping Ruling). 
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argument should include all issues in the Amended Track Two Scoping Ruling and those in the 

Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling issuing the Staff Report.5 

II. LEGAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

The Order Instituting Rulemaking preliminarily determined that this proceeding should 

be categorized as a ratesetting,6 which was confirmed in the Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping 

Memo and Ruling for Track One.7 The Amended Track Two Scoping Ruling confirmed this 

ratesetting categorization.8 

Public Utilities Code Section 1701.3 provides parties in ratesettings (except those the 

assigned Commissioner has determined do not require a hearing) the “right to present a final oral 

argument of its case before the commission” with “[a] quorum of the commissioners” present.9 

Similarly, Rule 13.14 states that, in a ratesetting, when 

the assigned Commissioner has determined that a hearing is 
required, a party has the right to make an oral argument before the 
Commission, provided that the party makes such request by motion 
no later than the time for filing opening brief or, if opening briefs 
are not permitted by the scoping memo, within the time and in the 
manner specified in the scoping memo, within the proceeding.10 

 
CalCCA therefore has the right to make an oral argument before the Commission in 

Track Two because the Commission held a hearing in Track Two and CalCCA’s Motion is 

timely filed. First, pursuant to the ALJ’s April 24, 2026 Email Ruling11 and the Ruling Providing 

 
5  R.25-02-005, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Issuing Staff Report (Mar. 27, 2026) at 2-3 
(Staff Report Ruling). 
6  R.25-02-005, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery 
Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes (Feb. 20, 2025) at 26. 
7  R.25-02-005, Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling (Apr. 8, 2025) at 4. 
8  Amended Track Two Scoping Ruling at 7. 
9  Cal. Pub. Util. Code § 1701.3(i). 
10  RPP Rule 13.14. 
11  R.25-02-005, Email Ruling Cancelling Evidentiary Hearing and Further Modifying Track Two 
Proceeding Schedule (Apr. 24, 2026) (April 24 Email Ruling). 
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Notice of Evidentiary Hearing,12 the Commission held an evidentiary hearing in this Track Two 

on June 2, 2026. Second, the Scoping Memo does not set an alternate timeline for motions for 

oral argument, but did permit opening briefs to be filed.13 The ALJ extended the deadline for 

these briefs to June 16, 2026,14 and CalCCA is filing this motion “no later than” that deadline.15 

III. PROPOSED SCOPE, FORMAT, AND TIMING 

The Commission has split this rulemaking into three tracks. While initially the 

Commission envisioned Track Two of this proceeding to be broad, it ultimately determined that 

this track would focus on a much “narrower,” “exigent” question of how to value Pre-2019 

Banked RECs.16 The participants in this proceeding have filed multiple rounds of testimony and 

held a one-day hearing to address material issues of disputed fact. Nevertheless, the record 

remains full of significant confusion as to numerous critical issues of fact, policy, and law. 

CalCCA also notes that the hearing, appropriately, was also explicitly scoped to prevent parties 

from raising disputed issues of policy or law.17 

CalCCA suggests this oral argument be scheduled for after a Proposed Decision has been 

released and be scoped to permit parties to present on any issues in scope in Track Two. This 

will permit the Commissioners to ask parties any in-scope questions the attending 

Commissioners deem relevant to the Commission’s vote on the Proposed Decision. It will also 

 
12  R.25-02-005, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Providing Notice of Evidentiary Hearing (May 
14, 2026) at 1. 
13  Amended Track 2 Scoping Ruling at 6. 
14  April 24 Email Ruling. 
15  See RPP 13.14. 
16  Amended Track 2 Scoping Ruling at 2. 
17   R.25-02-005, Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Providing Notice of Evidentiary Hearing and 
Direction for Rule 13.9 Joint Case Management Statement (Apr. 8, 2026) at 3 (“Parties are reminded that 
issues appropriate for examination at evidentiary hearing are material issues of disputed facts, rather than 
issues of law or policy.”) 
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permit parties to use their time at oral argument to focus on any in-scope issue that they believe 

the Commission would benefit from considering before voting on that Proposed Decision. 

IV. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons described herein, CalCCA respectfully requests that the Commission 

grant this motion and schedule oral argument before a quorum of the Commissioners prior to 

voting on the Proposed Decision, with a scope that includes those issues listed in the Track Two 

Scoping Memorandum and the ALJ’s Staff Report Ruling. 

 Respectfully submitted, 
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Tim Lindl 
KEYES & FOX LLP 
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June 16, 2026 
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