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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'
In responding to party Opening Comments, CalCCA urges the Commission to:
e Prioritize large load and data center issues first as recommended by many parties;

e Reject CLECA’s proposal to include in scope a consideration of direct access
expansion; and

e Exercise caution before revisiting or expanding the BSC as recommended by CUE.

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

il



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 REPLY
COMMENTS ON THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING ON
CALIFORNIA ADVANCED ELECTRIC RATE DESIGN

The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these reply
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), dated April 9, 2026; the E-Mail Ruling Clarifying Order

Instituting Rulemaking Reply Comment Deadline of May 21, 2026;> dated May 14, 2026; and the

directives therein.

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/GO00/M604/K677/604677976.PDEF.

5 E-Mail Ruling Clarifying Order Instituting Rulemaking Reply Comment Deadline of May 21,
2026, R.26-04-009 (May 14, 2026),
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M606/K596/606596790.PDEF.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The breadth of comments submitted in response to the OIR reflects both the significance
and complexity of the rate design issues before the Commission. Electrification, affordability
challenges, and large load growth all present opportunities and obstacles facing California’s clean
energy future. Parties submitted a wide range of procedural and policy proposals, many of which
underscore the need for a structured and phased scope and approach to this wide-ranging
proceeding.

Opening Comments® present broad party consensus that the Commission should first focus
on establishing an appropriate procedural framework, scope, and schedule to efficiently address
the issues identified in the OIR. Notably, many parties align with CalCCA’s recommendation that
the proceeding should be divided into tracks and phases that recognize differing levels of urgency,
statutory direction, and procedural readiness. For example, Southern California Edison Company
(SCE) recommends that the broad scoped issues in the OIR will be best addressed in two
concurrent priority tracks (large loads and residential customer rate design), and a third later track
to evaluate longer term rate design issues.” San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)
similarly proposes that the proceeding “be divided into three separate tracks” covering the Base
Services Charge (BSC), large loads, and general rate design.® Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(PG&E) similarly argues that the current schedule is “inadequate to handle the wide-ranging,
complex, and potentially contentious issues already identified in the OIR” and recommends five

separate tracks with staggered schedules to address large loads, BSC, rate design, dynamic pricing,

6 Opening Comments refer to the opening comments submitted into this proceeding on or about

May 11, 2026.
7 SCE Opening Comments, at 2-5.
8 SDG&E Opening Comments, at 22-24.



and industrial heat process producer issues.’ Nearly all of the remaining 27 sets of Opening
Comments address the need for tracks, phases, and/or other procedural mechanisms to organize the
proceeding’s expansive scope and diverse set of issues.

Parties also broadly support additional stakeholder engagement opportunities and
coordination across related proceedings. The Public Advocates Office at the California Public
Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) recommends “additional workshop opportunities for
efficient record development of complex rate design issues.”!® Enchanted Rock, LLC
(Enchanted Rock) similarly recommends “using workshops to develop guiding principles” for
large load tariffs.!! The California Environmental Justice Alliance (CEJA) likewise emphasizes
the breadth of issues presented in the OIR and requests the Commission “include opportunities
for sufficient stakeholder input and participation through multiple workshops and comment
periods and that it allows parties to develop proposals.”!?

CalCCA’s Reply Comments herein focus primarily on scope, prioritization, and
procedural structure, rather than on the substantive merits of any party proposals which CalCCA
looks forward to addressing during the proceeding. In responding to Opening Comments,
CalCCA urges the Commission to:

e Prioritize large load and data center issues first as recommended by many parties;

e Reject the California Large Energy Consumers Association’s (CLECA) proposal to
include in scope consideration of direct access expansion; and

e Exercise caution before revisiting or expanding the BSC as recommended by the
California Coalition of Utility Employees (CUE).

? PG&E Opening Comments, at 3-4.

Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 1.
Enchanted Rock Opening Comments, at 1.
CEJA Opening Comments, at 7.



II. LARGE LOAD AND DATA CENTER ISSUES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED FIRST
AS RECOMMENDED BY MULTIPLE PARTIES

The Commission should recognize the substantial consensus among parties that issues
related to large loads and data centers should be prioritized in the initial phase or track of this
proceeding. As CalCCA explained in Opening Comments, implementation of Senate Bill 573
(SB 57) and development of appropriate rate design frameworks for large load customers present
urgent and time-sensitive issues. These issues have potentially significant implications for
existing ratepayers, load-serving entities, and California’s electrification goals.

Numerous parties agree that these issues warrant immediate attention. Cal Advocates
identifies the same threshold question CalCCA raised, “whether to treat these customers as a
separate customer class or continue to include these customers in the same class with other
large-load customers.”!* From there, as SCE also recognizes, the statutory urgency associated
with SB 57 should drive the initial track of this proceeding. SCE recommends that the
Commission “concurrently prioritize a review of rate designs and tariff structures for large load,
high load factor customers (“Track 1” or “Large Load Track”).”!?

Similarly, PG&E argues that “large load issues be addressed in this proceeding as the
highest priority” because California is “in the midst of unprecedented growth in electric load
driven, in part, by the emergence of new large load customers, including data centers.”!¢ PG&E

further acknowledges both the opportunities and risks associated with large load growth,

explaining that large loads could “drive down electricity rates for existing customers by spreading

13 Senate Bill 57 (Padilla, Ch. 647, Stats. 2025),
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmlI?bill_1d=202520260SB57.
14 Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 3.

15 SCE Opening Comments, at 2.

16 PG&E Opening Comments, at 2.
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the fixed costs of the system across more customers,”!”

while also recognizing that these
customers “may impose cost shifts on existing customers and other cost pressures across the
grid.”!®

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) likewise recommends that the Commission initially
focus on “implementation of SB 57 and related data center rate design issues” because “there is
already significant forecasted data center load in California that could be energized before the
adoption of ratepayer-protective tariffs.”!” EDF further explains that data center cost allocation is
“both an emergent and time-sensitive issue.”?’

The Utility Reform Network (TURN) also supports the urgency of addressing data center
issues in this proceeding, explaining that: “[t]he unprecedented scale, concentration, and
uncertainty of data-center load requires a comprehensive and forward-looking approach to rate
design and cost allocation...”?! TURN further recommends that the Commission evaluate
methods of ensuring that transmission-level data center customers “pay an equitable share of
societal, policy and wildfire costs currently collected in distribution rates.”??

There is additional consensus from Advanced Energy United (AEU), Sierra Club,
Enchanted Rock, and others that the Commission should prioritize implementation of SB 57.

This includes prioritizing the threshold question of whether separate tariffs for data center

customers are needed and by extension whether other large load tariffs are needed.?* At the same

17 1bid.

18 1bid.

19 EDF Opening Comments, at 3.
20 1bid.

2 TURN Opening Comments, at 2.
2 1bid.

2 See AEU Opening Comments, at 8 (stating that “implementation of SB 57 and [Assembly Bill

(AB)] 2109 and more broadly rate design for data centers or large load commercial and industrial
electrification should be within the first phase.”); see also Enchanted Rock Opening Comments, at 2
(recommending that the Commission “[e]stablish a focused track to address data center and other large



time, as CalCCA urged in its Opening Comments, the Commission must acknowledge
California’s unique regulatory and retail choice landscape.

As the Commission takes on the large load issues, it should also build on the record
already developed in Application (A.) 24-11-007, PG&E’s Rule 30 proceeding. PG&E’s
comments similarly state: “this proceeding should consider and incorporate applicable elements
of Electric Rule 30 into this OIR’s final overall large load rate design.”?* The A.24-11-007
record, in particular the Joint Motion for Adoption of Partial Settlement Agreement recently filed
in that proceeding, provides helpful direction for the information sharing issue requested by
CalCCA to be included in the scope® as well as “customer switching rules” identified by
PG&E.?® The partial settlement addresses each of these issues and provides a useful starting
point for the Commission’s consideration of these issues statewide.?’” Given the urgency and
significance of establishing a large load framework in California, the Commission should
prioritize these large load issues when setting the scope and schedule of this proceeding.

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT INCLUDING IN SCOPE CLECA’S
PROPOSAL REGARDING DIRECT ACCESS EXPANSION

While parties generally agree that this proceeding should focus on advanced electric rate

design, affordability, electrification, and large load issues, CLECA proposes expanding the scope

load tariffs” and adopt “guiding principles for evaluating new large load tariffs that focus on reliability,
measurable grid value, cost causation, and the protection of existing ratepayers from cost shifting and
stranded asset risk.”); see also Sierra Club, at 1 (urging the Commission to “prioritize development and
adoption of tariffs specific to data centers” because of “the significant risk that costs to serve data centers
are borne by residential and other customer classes.”).

24 PG&E Opening Comments, at 15.

25 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 5.
26 PG&E Opening Comments, at Appendix A-4.
27 See Joint Motion for Adoption of Partial Settlement Agreement of Pacific Gas and Electric

Company, 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/G000/M606/K273/606273116.PDF.
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of this proceeding to include broader issues related to Direct Access and statewide caps.?® The
Commission should reject this proposal.

The OIR concerns advanced electric rate design and implementation of specific
legislative directives related to affordability, electrification, and large loads. The proceeding is
already exceptionally broad and complex. As numerous parties observed, the existing scope
alone necessitates tracks, phases, workshops, and extended procedural schedules. Expanding the
proceeding to include broader debates regarding Direct Access or retail market restructuring
would unnecessarily complicate the proceeding and distract from the urgent and statutorily
driven issues currently before the Commission.

Moreover, issues related to Direct Access expansion are far outside the scope necessary
to resolve the questions identified in the OIR. As TURN cautions, the Commission should avoid
asking parties “to litigate the same issues in multiple parallel proceedings.”? Similarly, PG&E
explains that the proceeding already contains “wide-ranging, complex, and potentially
contentious issues.”*® Adding unrelated, equally complex issues that have already been
addressed in more appropriate proceedings would only exacerbate those concerns.>!

Accordingly, the Commission should reject proposals to expand the scope of this
proceeding into broader Direct Access or retail competition issues and instead maintain focus on

the core issues identified in the OIR.

28 CLECA Opening Comments, at 17.

2 TURN Opening Comments, at 1.

30 PG&E Opening Comments, at 4.

31 See Rulemaking 19-03-009, Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement Senate Bill 237 Related
to Direct Access,

https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,.RIR:P5 PROCEEDING SELECT:R1903009.
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IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT CUE’S RECOMMENDATION TO
REVISIT THE BSC EARLY IN THE PROCEEDING BECAUSE IT WOULD BE
PREMATURE

The Commission should reject CUE’s recommendation to make modifications to the
BSC swiftly because CUE’s claim of urgency is unsubstantiated. CUE recommends the
Commission “prioritize and move swiftly on issues that will more equitably allocate fixed costs
of the systems, including adding fixed costs to the [BSC].”*? The only justification provided is
that the BSC “does not include all fixed costs such as non-marginal distribution costs and, as a
result, does not adequately reduce volumetric rates.”* Indeed, the BSC does not include all fixed
costs, but this statement ignores the lengthy process by which parties and the Commission
reviewed proposals and reached a workable solution to comply with Assembly Bill 205°** (AB
205). While it is reasonable to discuss BSC changes in the scope of this proceeding, there has not
even been a full calendar year of BSC implementation for any electric investor-owned utility
(IOU). The Commission should allow for more time to implement the BSC and discuss potential
modifications after results from an initial evaluation are completed.

As CalCCA explained in Opening Comments, the Commission should prioritize issues
with immediate statutory urgency and defer broader residential rate redesign and BSC
modification issues to later phases of the proceeding.>® Other parties share the view that the BSC
should be discussed later in this proceeding. For example, AEU recommends that BSC-related
issues “should be removed from scope or de-prioritized and placed in a later phase of the

proceeding.”*¢ Similarly, the California Solar & Storage Association (CALSSA) argues that the

32 CUE, at 1.

33 1bid.

% Assembly Bill 205 (Ch. 61, Stats. 2022),
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bill TextClient.xhtmlI?bill _id=202120220AB205.
33 CalCCA Opening Comments, at 12-14.

36 AEU Opening Comments, at 2.
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Commission “should not adjust the residential [BSC] until it completes the evaluation report based
on one calendar year of metrics.”?” CALSSA correctly recognizes that the Commission cannot
meaningfully evaluate the effectiveness or consequences of the BSC until sufficient
implementation data exists. Because PG&E’s implementation only recently began®, meaningful
evaluation of a full calendar year of implementation data could not begin until at least early 2027.
Similarly, the Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) urges caution regarding
proposed modifications to income verification processes associated with the BSC. SEIA explains:
Before the Commission proceeds any further in its consideration of
the modification of the income tiers established in D.24-05-028, it
must first develop, with the assistance of the IOUs, reliable cost
estimates for the implementation of the alternative income
verification process advanced by the Report.>°
SEIA further warns that:
With one of the goals of this proceeding being to make electric bills
more affordable, the Commission should think twice about going

forward with an income verification process that could be
exorbitantly expensive for only 70 percent accuracy, at best.*

The Commission should avoid prematurely expanding the BSC or adopting potentially
expensive and administratively burdensome income verification processes before the

Commission has sufficient implementation data and cost information.

37 CALSSA Opening Comments, at 3.

38 BSC in PG&E service territory began in March 2026.
39 SEIA Opening Comments, at 10.

40 1bid.



V. CONCLUSION

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

Respectfully submitted,

Jaundolic

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

May 21, 2026
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