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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission:  

• Establish a deadline of March 31, 2027, for the IOUs to complete the process and 
systems upgrades necessary to meet data sufficiency requirements; 

• Adopt Guidehouse’s data sufficiency threshold methodology for determining data 
availability and reliability standards, including compliance and contextual data 
categories to improve data tracking and reporting; 

• Require the IOUs to align their data tracking and reporting to the extent practicable to 
ensure consistency; 

• Require the IOUs to provide access to the formulas and calculations for any reported 
metrics to ensure transparency and auditability of the BERs; 

• Adopt consistent standards for identifying and reporting outliers and require the IOUs 
to describe efforts to reduce or eliminate outliers in future BERs; 

• Require the IOUs to submit data from projects initiated prior to the issuance of the 
Energization Decision, but report the data separately to allow for a more accurate 
assessment of the IOUs’ performance; 

• Require the IOUs to include information on in-progress projects experiencing 
significant delays and remediation plans to provide a more complete understanding of 
the IOUs’ energization timeline performance; and 

• Require the IOUs to provide a full accounting of both the IOU and customer-
controlled time for each step before adopting PG&E’s methodology for the treatment 
of concurrent time as the default process across the IOUs 

.

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these opening comments 

pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Directing the Large Utilities and Authorizing 

Parties to Comment on Review of September 2025 Biannual Energization Reports3 (Ruling), 

dated May 28, 2026, and Email Ruling Extending Comment Deadline and Authorizing Further 

Comment on June 18, 2026 Workshop4 (Email Ruling), dated June 11, 2026.  
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Comment on Review of September 2025 Biannual Energization Reports, Rulemaking (R.) 24-01-018 
(May 28, 2026), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=607627593.  
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Workshop, R.24-01-018 (June 11, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M608/K773/608773938.PDF.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) issued Decision (D.) 24-09-

0205 on September 17, 2024, establishing, among other things, timelines for Pacific Gas and 

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

Electric Company (SDG&E) (together, the investor-owned utilities (IOUs)) to energize new 

loads. The Energization Decision requires the IOUs to submit Biannual Energization Reports 

(BER) to “reflect the large electric IOU’s efforts of timely completion of customer energization 

requests,”6 consistent with the requirements of AB 507 and SB 410.8 Guidehouse, Inc. 

(Guidehouse) prepared a report evaluating the IOUs’ March 2025 and September 2025 BERs 

(2025 BER Review),9 and presented the results of its preliminary evaluation of the IOUs’ March 

2026 BERs at the Commission’s June 18, 2026, Workshop.10 In both instances, Guidehouse 

determined that the IOU’s data was insufficient for determining the IOUs’ energization timeline 

performance.11 

Without reliable, accurate, and complete energization data, the Commission is unable to 

track the IOUs’ progress towards meeting the requirements of the Energization Decision or to 

 
5  D.24-09-020, Decision Establishing Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for 
Customers to Report Energization Delays (Energization Decision), R.24-01-081 (Sept. 12, 2024), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M540/K806/540806654.PDF.  
6  Id., at 53. 
7  Assembly Bill 50 (Wood, Ch. 317, Stats. 2023) (AB 50), 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB50. AB 50 requires the 
Commission to (1) establish criteria for timely energization, (2) create IOU reporting requirements on 
fulfillment of timely electric 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  Senate Bill 410 (Becker, Ch. 394, Stats. 2023) (SB 410), 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB410. SB 410 requires 
the Commission to establish (1) target energization deadlines, (2) IOU annual reporting requirements on 
 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M540/K806/540806654.PDF
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB50
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB410
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establish enforcement mechanisms as contemplated in the Amended Scoping Memo12 and as 

required by SB 254.13 Collectively, AB 50, SB 410, and SB 254 establish the Legislature’s intent 

for the Commission to ensure that IOUs improve performance on energization timelines. The 

Ruling and Email Ruling Questions highlight important areas for improvement in the IOUs’ data 

tracking and reporting to enable a meaningful evaluation of the IOUs' progress towards the 

timely energization of new customers. CalCCA provides responses to these questions in 

furtherance of this objective. 

As set forth below in response to the Ruling and Email Ruling Questions, CalCCA 

recommends that the Commission: 

• Establish a deadline of March 31, 2027, for the IOUs to complete the process and 
systems upgrades necessary to meet data sufficiency requirements; 

• Adopt Guidehouse’s data sufficiency threshold methodology for determining data 
availability and reliability standards, including compliance and contextual data 
categories to improve data tracking and reporting; 

• Require the IOUs to align their data tracking and reporting to the extent practicable to 
ensure consistency; 

• Require the IOUs to provide access to the formulas and calculations for any reported 
metrics to ensure transparency and auditability of the BERs; 

 
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.  
9  Ruling, Attachment B: September 2025 Biannual Energization Report Review, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M607/K644/607644153.PDF.  
10  Public Workshop on the Electric Utilities’ Biannual Energization Timelines Data Reports 
(Workshop), R.24-01-024 (June 18, 2026).  
11  2025 BER Review, at 6; Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at slides 69-70, 
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf. 
12  Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Phase 2 Scoping Memo and Ruling (Amended Scoping 
Memo), R.24-01-018 (Mar. 19, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M602/K999/602999018.PDF.  
13  Senate Bill 254 (Becker, Ch. 119, Stats. 2025) (SB 254), 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB254. SB 254 requires, 
among other things, that the Commission (1) report to the Legislature whether to require IOUs to adjust 
executive compensation for not meeting energization targets, (2) establish an energization enforcement 
policy (including penalties), and that the IOUs retain a third-party auditor to review their energization 
planning and business processes. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M607/K644/607644153.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M602/K999/602999018.PDF
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB254
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• Adopt consistent standards for identifying and reporting outliers and require the IOUs 
to describe efforts to reduce or eliminate outliers in future BERs; 

• Require the IOUs to submit data from projects initiated prior to the issuance of the 
Energization Decision, but report the data separately to allow for a more accurate 
assessment of the IOUs’ energization performance; 

• Require the IOUs to include information on in-progress projects experiencing 
significant delays and remediation plans to provide a more complete understanding of 
the IOUs’ energization timeline performance; and 

• Require the IOUs to provide a full accounting of both the IOU and customer-
controlled time for each step before adopting PG&E’s methodology for the treatment 
of concurrent time as the default process across the IOUs. 

II. CALCCA RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED IN THE EMAIL RULING 

● Do the utilities’ energization reports meet the requirements set by D.24-09-020 and 
D.26-02-025? If not, what do the IOUs need to change or add to the reports to meet 
those requirements? By what date should the IOUs implement any necessary process 
changes or Information Technology changes to provide the complete and accurate 
information the Commission needs to evaluate their performance? 

The Workshop presentations by Guidehouse and the IOUs, along with the IOUs’ March 

2026 BERs, indicate that the IOUs did not fully meet the reporting requirements set forth in the 

Energization Decision or the FSC Decision.14 Each IOU reported different challenges in meeting 

the requirements, due to ongoing process and system enhancements, or, in SDG&E’s case, the 

purported lack of funding to enhance automation and information technology capabilities. This 

has resulted in missing, incomplete, and inconsistent data tracking and reporting, leading 

Guidehouse to conclude that “data availability and reliability are insufficient to support a full 

analysis of IOU performance to energization targets.”15 Guidehouse’s presentation indicated, 

however, that the IOU March 2026 BER data showed “slight improvements” towards achieving 

data sufficiency compared to the September 2025 BERs.16 

 
14  D.26-02-025, Decision Establishing a Standard Offer for Flexible Service Connections (FSC 
Decision), R.24-01-018 (Feb. 5, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M598/K715/598715449.PDF. 
15  Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at slides 69-70.  
16  Id., at slide 71. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M598/K715/598715449.PDF
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Each IOU’s BER included a description of data gaps and in-progress or future process 

and system enhancements to improve energization tracking and reporting data. PG&E’s 2026 

BER identified a series of data gaps and in-process and future energization process 

enhancements, but did not provide data availability or reporting dates for many of these gaps.17 

SCE provided tables showing data gaps and causes of delayed reporting, including estimates of 

when data will be available and reported, but many dates were labeled “TBD.”18 SDG&E’s 

description of reporting gaps largely focused on future information technology (IT) system 

enhancements, showing estimated completion dates of March 31, 2027, or simply “TBD,” with 

the caveat that it currently lacks funding to implement many of these upgrades.19 

CalCCA recognizes the time, effort, and costs associated with updating IT systems and 

processes to track and report energization data. However, in light of the rapid acceleration of 

electrification to support the state’s climate goals, the Commission must establish deadlines for 

the IOUs to produce comprehensive and reliable energization data to ensure they are making 

progress towards reducing energization timelines. CalCCA recommends that the Commission 

require the IOUs to complete the necessary process and system upgrades no later than March 31, 

2027. This will provide the IOUs with enough time to ensure that the September 2027 BERs 

reflect complete and accurate data, consistent with the data sufficiency thresholds proposed by 

Guidehouse. 

 
17  PG&E March 2026 BER, at 15-18, and 27-29. 
18  SCE March 2026 BER, at A-17 – A-24. 
19  SDG&E March 2026 BER, at A-12 – A-15. 



 

6 

● Should the Commission adopt data sufficiency metrics and/or data analysis 
framework and methodology akin to the Data Sufficiency Thresholds that 
Guidehouse proposed in their October 2025 report?  

CalCCA recommends that the Commission adopt the data sufficiency threshold 

methodology proposed by Guidehouse in the 2025 BER Review as the basis for determining 

whether IOU-reported energization data meet the minimum availability and reliability standards. 

Further, the IOUs should be required to meet the revised March 2026 data sufficiency proposal, 

with data availability thresholds of 95 percent for compliance data and 75 percent for contextual 

data, in time for the March 2027 BERs. The Commission must establish reasonable minimum 

standards and deadlines to ensure that the IOUs are making meaningful progress towards 

meeting the requirements of the Energization and FSC Decisions. 

Both the 2025 BER Review and the analysis of the IOUs’ 2026 BERs presented by 

Guidehouse during the Workshop concluded that the available data were insufficient to fully 

analyze the IOUs’ performance in meeting their energization targets.20 Guidehouse cautioned 

that the data insufficiency means that the results of their analysis are not “regulatory decision 

grade.”21 Unless the Commission adopts reasonable data sufficiency metrics and a firm deadline 

to meet the requirement, there is little incentive for the IOUs to complete the process and system 

upgrades necessary to comply with the Commission's directives. Based on the Workshop 

presentations and stakeholder discussions, the IOUs appear to be making progress towards 

improving data sufficiency. However, without clear guidance and deadlines for meeting 

reporting requirements, future BERs will continue to lack the data the Commission needs to 

track the IOUs’ progress towards meeting the targets set in the Energization Decision, refine 

these targets, or establish enforcement mechanisms for noncompliance. 

 
20  2025 BER Review, at 6; Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at slide 69. 
21  Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at 58. 
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● Are there any other issues germane to the June 18, 2026, Workshop or the 
Guidehouse report that the Commission should address?  

CalCCA recommends that the Commission address consistency and transparency in data 

tracking and reporting to ensure the IOUs are making progress towards achieving the 

requirements set out in the Energization and FSC Decisions. While the Energization Decision 

adopted a standardized template for the IOUs to facilitate consistent data tracking, the IOUs use 

different interpretations and methods for categorizing and reporting data. For example, PG&E 

reports concurrent time differently than the other IOUs, as discussed in Question 11, below. The 

2025 BER Review identifies the IOUs’ inconsistent treatment of contextual22 and outlier data,23 

and describes its process for standardizing “data fields and inputs to support consistent 

comparison across IOUs.”24 The lack of consistency makes it difficult to assess the IOUs’ actual 

progress towards meeting the requirements of the Energization and FSC Decisions and requires 

additional time and effort to produce the biannual BER Reports. 

Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC) shared the findings of its evaluation of the 

IOUs’ BER data at the Workshop, concluding that the “headline aggregate numbers in the three 

IOUs’ reports are not comparable on an apples-to-apples basis.”25 IREC identified different 

methodologies employed by the IOUs for end-to-end calculations, population cutoff, outlier 

filtering, and concurrent time calculations.26 Importantly, IREC shared that it was unable to 

 
22  2025 BER Review, at 20. 
23  Id., at 21-22. 
24  Id., at 24. 
25  IREC Workshop presentation, at 94. 
26  Id., at 95. 
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reverse-engineer PG&E’s calculations of concurrent time spent at each step and recommended 

that the IOUs be required to disclose the calculations to allow auditing of the results.27  

CalCCA therefore recommends that the Commission require the IOUs to align their data 

tracking and reporting to the extent practicable, and to provide access to the formulas and 

calculations for any reported metrics. Greater consistency and transparency allow the 

Commission and stakeholders to get a truer picture of how the IOUs are performing relative to 

targets and enable the Commission to establish timelines and enforcement measures applicable to 

all of the IOUs. 

III. CALCCA RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS POSED IN ATTACHMENT A OF THE 
RULING: QUESTIONS ON THE SEPTEMBER 2025 BIANNUAL 
ENERGIZATION REPORT REVIEW 

Reporting Questions 

1) Reporting Gaps: The IOUs have stated their systems have reporting gaps and are not 
ready to report on the granular details required by the Decision accurately. A notable 
gap was distinguishing between IOU and Customer time across overlapping periods 
and customer complaints.  
b)  Question: There are other proceedings at the Commission that have been 

collecting data related to customers connecting to the distribution grid, for 
example Interconnection Rulemakings (R.17-07-007 and R.25-08-004). What 
lessons learned from these proceedings or other proceedings regarding reporting 
and tracking can be incorporated into the energization data collection process? 
Alternatively, what are the challenges in collecting and reporting the data?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

c) Question: How should the IOU’s tracking methodology distinguish between the 
customer and utilities’ steps in cases where there is an overlap of IOU and 
customer time? 

See CalCCA’s response to Question 11, below.  

 
27  Workshop recording, at approximately 4:11:20 – 4:12:50, and 4:16:12 – 4:17:24, 
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/Energization/2026%20CPUC%20Energization%20Workshop-
20260618%202253-1.mp4. 

https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/Energization/2026%20CPUC%20Energization%20Workshop-20260618%202253-1.mp4
https://files.cpuc.ca.gov/energy/Energization/2026%20CPUC%20Energization%20Workshop-20260618%202253-1.mp4
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2) Energization Step Start End Dates: The IOUs provided differing approaches to 
identifying start/end dates for steps with projects that lack a clear energization or 
meter set date.  
a) Question: How do you recommend the CPUC make changes to the field 

definitions to ensure a uniform approach to identifying start/end dates for steps 
with projects that lack a clear energization or meter set date? What are the critical 
data points for the CPUC to use for determining the start/end dates for steps that 
lack a clear energization or meter set date? What are the critical data points for 
determining the start/end time for IOU/Customer controlled step?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

3) Tracking of Triggers for an Upstream Capacity Project: Based on the most recent 
biannual energization reports, the IOUs either have not identified any distribution 
system upgrade triggers or have not defined the methodology to identify when a 
project triggers an upgrade. IOUs have expressed challenges with attributing 
distribution system upgrades to specific energization tariff project loads. 

CalCCA has no response at this time to questions regarding the tracking of triggers for an 

upstream capacity project, which were directed at the IOUs for response. 

4) Cost Data Availability Timing: IOUs report on estimated project costs at the time of 
energization but actual costs are not recorded until approximately 6 to 12 months 
after energization date.  
a) Question: What refinements to the IOUs’ existing efforts to collect energization 

project cost data are necessary to accurately track and report project costs as they 
incurred, rather than waiting multiple months for IOU reconciliation? If 
reconciliation is necessary, what is a reasonable methodology and timeframe for 
the IOUs to complete this process?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

5) PG&E submitted its Section 935 staffing report as an attachment to its open GRC 
application and as an appendix to their September 2025 biannual energization report. 
December 2025, SCE and SDG&E filed their Section 935 staffing reports to the R. 
24-01-018 service list. 1 March 31, 2026, SCE submitted an updated Annual 2025 
Workforce Analysis Report. 

CalCCA has no response to the questions pertaining to the IOUs’ Section 935 staffing 

report at this time.  
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• Customer Engagement and Communication Plan Implementation and 
Ongoing Oversight: D.24-09-020 requires the large IOUs to develop and stand 
up customer engagement and communication plans to improve transparency 
around energization timelines, clarify utility and customer responsibilities, and 
provide customers with clearer pathways to obtain information and report delays. 
D.26-02-025 requires PG&E and SCE to formalize preliminary capacity 
assessments to be provided ahead of a customer’s application submission.  

a) Question: Annual Status Reporting- Should the CPUC require the large IOUs to 
include, as part of their future Biannual Energization Narrative Reports, a status 
update describing the implementation and performance of their customer 
engagement and communication plans? If so, what specific information beyond 
the information suggested below should the CPUC require the IOUs to report?  

• The current status of implementation of customer-facing communication tools 
(e.g., web portals, landing pages, customer tracking tools, or other outreach 
mechanisms); 

• Any enhancements or modifications made since the prior reporting period, 
including the hyperlinks to any publicly facing resources;  

• Metrics or indicines used by the IOUs to assess the effectiveness of these 
engagement efforts.  

The most common types of guidance and support the advisors are providing customers in the 
energization process.  

CalCCA supports a requirement that the IOUs include a status update on their customer 

engagement and communication plans in their future BERs, including the information suggested 

above, and has no further recommendations for what to include. The communications tools and 

resources included in these plans, particularly the IOUs’ web portals, provide customers with 

valuable information on their project status and serve as the primary means of communication 

between the IOU energization teams and customers. This type of outreach greatly improves the 

customer experience and should be included in the narrative portion of the IOUs’ BERs. 
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DATA TEMPLATE QUESTIONS  

3) Data Submission Template Feedback and Refinements: The Data Submission 
Template includes over 90 data points for tariff data and 20 for MPU data. IOUs 
reported challenges with reporting data points included in the template. Although the 
IOUs provided the full template in their submission, the fields were not fully 
completed; for example, certain fields lack well-defined or valid inputs. Moreover, 
the IOUs are not reporting at sufficient granularity to determine the “Business Class” 
or cause of delays. 

a) Question: Attached to this report is an updated Data Submission Template 
including a data dictionary. Should the CPUC adopt the attached data dictionary? 
Should the CPUC make any modifications to the template? Please discuss:  

• Whether there is agreement on the definitions provided in the data dictionary.  

• Whether any additional terms need to be included in the data dictionary.  

CalCCA supports the recommendation to adopt the Commission’s proposed data 

dictionary, which could provide clarity, streamline data reporting, and eliminate duplicative and 

unnecessary data fields. CalCCA has no recommendations for additional modifications to the 

data dictionary at this time.  

a) Question: Should the CPUC modify the Data Submission Template in the 
following ways: 

• Expand the valid inputs for the index “Business Class (Requested End User)” 
to align with Appendix B of the Decision, e.g., include “Electric Vehicle 
charging” and “Single-family residential” as inputs for the “Business Class 
(Requested End User)”.  

• Disaggregate the “Community Type” index to be three separate columns, one 
for each ESJ Community, e.g., Disadvantaged Community, Underserved 
Area, Tribal Community. Require IOUs to input “Yes” or “No” in each of the 
three columns to indicate whether the project is located in that specific 
community type  

• Replace the input “< 1MW” in the Capacity Request Category index with 
“2MW” to better categorize projects by capacity  

• Require a description of specific causes of delays, e.g., “Permitting 
Challenges”, as inputs for the index “Energization Reasoning about why 
exceeded average/maximum Energization Target”. 

CalCCA supports modifying the Data Submission Template for the reasons provided above.  



 

12 

b) Question: What data fields should the CPUC consider adding, consolidating, or 
removing from the existing energization data template? For fields to consolidate 
or remove, identify the specific reporting field and explain why the field(s) should 
be consolidated or removed. The following are some examples identified for this 
study:  

• IOUs have no field to indicate the actual site capacity once energization is 
completed, only fields that identify what the site capacity was before the 
energization request and the customer-requested capacity. Add “Actual, 
Utility Determined Total Site Capacity Needed” column to facilitate IOUs 
identifying the amount of capacity associated with a site once it has been 
electrified  

• Eliminate duplicative columns:  
○ Remove “Total additional kW capacity installed for the necessary future 

upgrade as listed on customer’s application” as it provides the same data 
as the index “Additional Capacity (kW) installed for future electric load 
deployment.”  

o Remove “Customer elected to install additional capacity to anticipate 
associated future load growth as indicated on customer application” as it 
provides the same data as the index “Did customer install additional 
capacity to support future load growth.”  

• Add the index “Actual Costs of Project” for IOUs to indicate the cost of the 
project as it is reconciled over time  

• Add “Reconciled Cost” column to facilitate IOUs identifying which projects 
have been financially reconciled and which have not  

• IOUs do not consistently provide insights into which specific projects were 
identified as outliers. Add “Outlier” column that indicates which energization 
projects were identified as outliers based on the definition from Question 6) in 
Section [Error! Reference source not found. (sic)], using the following inputs:  
o Timeline-SD for outliers that exceed two standard deviations above 

average for that step, tariff type, and IOU  
o Timeline for outliers that a) have “Start” or “End Dates” for Steps 1 

through 7 occur after Step 8 “End Date” (without explanation) or b) have a 
“Start” or “End Dates” occur outside of the period between January 31, 
2023, and the submission data for the current report (without explanation)  

o Negative for outliers that have negative data points  

• Remove all columns in the Tariff Data Submission Template that request 
Business Days  

CalCCA supports modifying the Data Submission Template as suggested in the above 

examples but has no further recommended changes at this time.  
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c) Question: IOUs did not conform to a single set of indices in the template, with 
IOUs including indices unique to their own Data Submission. Furthermore, the 
document format of the template offers room for varying interpretations by each 
IOU of definitions, valid inputs, and units of measurement reported. Please identify 
in the proposed Template Data Dictionary any additional terms that should be 
defined and any revisions to consider in the current Data Dictionary. Include the 
term, definition and set of potential indices for recommended data fields. 

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

DATA EVALUATION METHODOLOGY QUESTIONS  

4) Data Categories: Data included in the template is required per Appendix B of the 
Decision and necessary to identify trends and gaps for energization projects. 
However, not all data points are needed to directly assess an IOU’s performance 
against the Decision’s Target Timelines.  

a) Question: Should the CPUC adopt the following types of categories for data 
points defined below:  

• Compliance Data Point: A data point included in the IOUs’ Data Submission 
that is required to assess an IOU’s performance against Decision Targets, 
specifically a data point related to tariff type, IOU-controlled steps, aggregate 
IOU-controlled, and End-to-End timelines. 

• Contextual Data Point: A data point included in the IOUs’ Data Submission 
that provides contextual information on a given energization project, e.g., 
requested capacity, project costs, trigger for upstream capacity need, 
concurrent timeline, and reasons for exceeding Decision Targets. 

As discussed in its response to Question 2 in Section II, CalCCA Responses to Questions 

Posed Email Ruling above, the Commission should adopt the Compliance and Contextual Data 

Point categories as defined above. These distinctions are important for understanding the full 

extent of the IOUs’ performance in reducing energization times and for identifying potential 

areas where additional adjustments may be needed. The Commission should ensure consistency 

across the IOUs in the types of contextual data collected and reported, to the extent practicable. 

b)  Question: The data dictionary includes an index that identifies whether a data 
point included in the IOUs’ Data Submission is categorized as a Compliance Data 
Point or a Contextual Data Point. Is there agreement on how the data included in 
the IOUs’ Data Submission is categorized? 

CalCCA has no response at this time. 
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5) Data Sufficiency Thresholds: The variances in IOU data availability and reliability 
provides significant uncertainty about whether analyses of the data will satisfy the 
requirements of the Decision. 
a) Question: Are the proposed data sufficiency threshold definitions listed below 

reasonable for determining the IOUs compliance with the data reporting 
requirements and meeting of the adopted targets while the IOUs’ data quality 
improves. If no, propose alternative data sufficiency threshold definitions. What 
additional guidance for the IOUs is necessary to clarify how the CPUC should 
determine their data sufficiency, availability, and/or reliability? Does the 
reliability threshold need more boundaries and quantitative descriptors?  

• Sufficient:  
o Available, defined as 1) >= 95% of data points reported for Compliance 

Data Points and 2) >= 75% of data points reported for Contextual Data 
Points  

o Reliable, defined as minimal threats to validity of data sets 

• Insufficient:  
o Not available, defined as 1) < 95% of data points reported for Compliance 

Data Points and 2) < 75% data points reported for Contextual Data Points  
o and/or not reliable, defined as posing a threat to the validity of data sets  

The proposed data sufficiency threshold definitions are reasonable for determining 

compliance with IOU data reporting, as the IOUs work to improve data quality, and has no 

additional recommendations for alternative definitions at this time. The definition for the 

reliability threshold requires further description, however. The 2025 BER Review described data 

validity as “the extent to which data accurately represent the real-world entities, events, or 

measurements they are intended to describe.”28 Since this is a subjective measure, an additional 

description of the real-world events or measurements against which the IOU data will be 

compared is required.  

 
28  2025 BER Review, at 7. 
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b) Question: In order for the CPUC to monitor an IOU’s energization backlog, 
should the CPUC require utilities that are unable to meet the data sufficiency 
thresholds of >= 95% for Compliance Data Points and >= 75% for Contextual 
Data Points in their biannual energization report to file additional reporting? If 
yes, what additional reporting requirements should the CPUC direct the IOUs to 
provide to demonstrate their efforts to eliminate or reduce their energization 
backlogs?  

Any IOU that fails to meet the proposed data sufficiency standards by the compliance 

deadline the Commission adopts should be required to provide a detailed description of why it 

was unable to meet the threshold, concrete steps to remedy data deficiencies, and a timeline for 

achieving compliance. The description should include detailed examples to illustrate the 

deficient processes and systems, along with the proposed remedy. If a long-term solution or an 

IT system upgrade is required to fully comply, the IOU should propose interim measures to meet 

as many requirements as possible.  

6) Outlier Definition: IOUs used inconsistent criteria for identifying outliers in their 
Data Submission.  
a) Question: Are the following criteria reasonable for the CPUC to adopt as criteria 

for consistently identifying outliers, specifically projects where any one of their 
IOU controlled steps (Steps 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8):  

• Exceed two standard deviations above average for that step, tariff type, and 
IOU.  

• Have a “Start” or “End Dates” occurring after Step 8 “End Date” (without 
explanation).  

• Have a “Start” or “End Dates” occur outside of the period between January 
31, 2023, and the submission data for the current report, e.g., September 30, 
2025, for the September 2025 Biannual Energization Report (without 
explanation).  

• Have negative data points, i.e., “End Dates” occurring before “Start Dates” for 
a given step or negative values for “Calendar Days” or “Business Days” 
(without explanation). 

CalCCA has no response at this time. 
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7) Outlier Inclusion in Data Submission and Aggregate Calculations: IOUs used 
inconsistent approaches in reporting outliers in their Data Submission. Projects 
identified as outliers based on data irregularities for a specific step which do not 
impact the accuracy of the overall IOU-controlled and End-to-End cycle timelines 
may still be viable data points in assessing IOU performance against Decision 
Targets.  
a) Question: Should the CPUC require the IOUs to include all projects in their Data 

Submissions regardless of whether they are considered outliers based on the 
CPUC-defined outlier criteria? Why or why not?  

Outlier projects should be accounted for and separately identified in the IOUs’ reporting 

to provide a complete accounting of timeline performance, although it is appropriate to exclude 

outliers from aggregate reporting. The Commission should adopt consistent standards for 

identifying and reporting outliers, including a requirement for the IOUs to describe efforts to 

reduce or eliminate outliers in future BERs. CalCCA agrees that this data is valuable for 

assessing IOU performance against Energization Decision targets and must be reported.  

b) Question: Are the following classifications of outliers reasonable and cover all 
spectrums of potential outliers? If not, what are the gaps and how should they be 
defined?  

• Data Outlier is defined as projects identified as outliers where the erroneous 
step data does not impact the overall IOU-controlled or End-to-End Cycle 
timelines  

• Project Outlier is defined as projects identified as outliers where the 
erroneous step data does impact the overall IOU-controlled or End-to-End 
Cycle timelines  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

c) ESJ Community Type Definition: IOUs used varying definitions and resources 
to identify whether a project is located in an ESJ Community. Accurate, 
consistent inputs in the “Community Type” field are essential to assessing the 
timelines for projects in ESJ Communities for verifying equitable treatment of all 
utility customers.  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 



 

17 

d) Question: Are the definitions of ESJ Communities adopted in the CPUC’s ESJ 
Action Plan Version 2.04 reasonable for the IOUs to use when tracking if an 
energization request is located within an ESJ Community? If no, what other 
definitions should the CPUC consider using to track the IOUs’ efforts to energize 
customers located in Underserved Communities, Disadvantaged Communities, 
and Tribal Communities?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

DATA COLLECTION METHODOLOGY QUESTIONS  

8) Cost Data Collection Standardization: IOUs report on project costs at the time of 
energization, but note that these costs may not be reconciled, a process that can take 6 
to 12 months after the energization date. The IOU-provided methodology is part of 
Question 4) in Section Error! Reference source not found.  
a) Question: How can these efforts be standardized across IOUs? What should be 

incorporated into the standardized cost collection efforts to address the reporting 
challenges associated with cost reconciliation?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

b) Question: Should the IOUs record and report energization cost data as it is 
incurred, or should cost data be recorded and reported after a project is 
completed?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

9) Complete Project Initiated Prior to the Decision: The majority of completed 
projects to date in the existing dataset were initiated prior to the Decision establishing 
the 8 Energy Steps and are not subject to the Decision’s target timelines.  
a) Question: Is there a number or percentage of complete projects initiated after the 

Decision that would represent sufficient data to discontinue analysis on pre-
decision projects? 

 CalCCA has no recommendation for a specific number or percentage of projects 

completed post-Energization Decision to inform a change in the energization reporting 

requirements, but recommends that, rather than discontinuing the use of pre-Energization 

Decision projects, they be reported separately. 

b) Question: Should the CPUC continue to require the IOUs to submit data from 
projects that were started before the Decision established energization targets? If 
not, why should this information not be reported? 
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The IOUs should be required to submit data from projects initiated prior to the issuance 

of the Energization Decision, but pre- and post-Energization Decision data should be reported 

separately to allow for a more accurate assessment of the IOUs’ energization performance. The 

BERs should be modified to include such a comparison and an accompanying narrative to 

highlight potential areas for further improvement if insufficient progress is being made relative 

to pre-Energization Decision timelines. The reported data should include as much granularity as 

possible to highlight performance differences between the two datasets and, at a minimum, a 

qualitative evaluation comparing the pre- and post-Energization Decision data.  

c) Question: Under what conditions, e.g., data sufficiency or sample size, should the 
CPUC analyze IOU performance against target values? How should the CPUC 
measure the IOUs performance meeting the targets absent of full and sufficient 
data collection and reporting?  

The Commission should prioritize data sufficiency, as proposed by Guidehouse in the 

2025 BER Review and modified per the Workshop presentation. If there is insufficient data to 

gauge IOU performance at each step of the energization process, an end-to-end performance 

evaluation should be used. Absent complete performance data, the IOUs should provide as much 

contextual data and narrative in their BERs to paint a complete picture of their progress towards 

meeting the targets. Regardless of the metric the Commission adopts to determine when to 

change energization reporting requirements, it should not relieve the IOUs of the responsibility 

to meet the data sufficiency requirements proposed by Guidehouse. 

10. In-Progress Projects Exceeding Target Timelines: IOUs currently only include 
completed projects in their aggregate calculations on holistic and individual step 
timelines and the percent of projects meeting targets, omitting in-progress projects 
that may have exceeded the target timelines pursuant to D.24-09-020. Omitting these 
in-progress projects may lead to the appearance of worse performance over time as 
the in-progress projects with extended timelines become completed projects.  
a) Question: Should the IOUs include in-progress projects that have exceeded the 

target timelines pursuant to D.24-09-020 in future data reporting efforts? If yes, 
how should the IOUs identify the project is still in progress?  
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In-progress projects represent a significant portion of total energization projects and 

should be included in the IOUs’ reporting. CalCCA agrees with the recommendation included in 

IREC’s Workshop presentation to “require pipeline reporting on severely delayed in-progress 

projects with plans for triage.”29 Accounting for these projects, particularly those experiencing 

significant delays, will provide a more complete understanding of the IOUs’ energization 

timeline performance and could inform measures to streamline processes or adjust data tracking 

and reporting requirements.  

11) IOU Treatment of Concurrent Steps: IOUs identified overlapping and concurrent 
steps as a key challenge in accurately reporting individual step timelines. PG&E 
included in their Narrative Report a description of their approach to accounting for 
concurrent and overlapping steps, specifically:  

• For overlapping IOU and Customer steps, PG&E assigned time to the 
Customer  

• For concurrent IOU phases, PG&E aggregated those days as a single day 
within the total IOU time count  

• For agency/permitting time, PG&E excluded overlapping time from the IOU-
controlled time  

a) Question: Is PG&E’s current process for accounting for overlapping steps 
between IOU and customer responsibility reasonable? If yes, should SCE and 
SDG&E be directed to follow similar processes for tracking overlapping steps? If 
no, what guidance is necessary to ensure the IOUs accurately track the time to 
complete overlapping steps? 

PG&E’s approach to accounting for overlapping steps is reasonable for tracking the end-

to-end energization time, but it does not provide a full account of the process and does not allow 

for an easy examination of where process deficiencies and inefficiencies may occur. IREC’s 

Workshop presentation highlighted findings of their analysis of PG&E’s data, concluding that 

“PG&E’s reported IOU-Controlled time is consistently lower than the sum of IOU step durations 

 
29  IREC Workshop presentation, at 100. 
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— median shortfall of ~40 days across 15,108 projects.”30 IREC stated during the Workshop that 

it was unable to determine how PG&E calculated concurrent time or to “reverse-engineer” 

PG&E’s results.31  

The Commission should first require the IOUs to provide a full accounting of both the 

IOU- and customer-controlled time for each step before adopting PG&E’s methodology as the 

process across the IOUs. The IOUs’ data reporting should be easily auditable to provide a 

complete accounting of their energization timeline performance and ensure full transparency for 

enforcement purposes. The Commission should require the IOUs to disclose the spreadsheet 

formulas to enable auditing, as recommended by IREC.32 Once the IOUs meet this requirement, 

they should be allowed to adopt PG&E’s process for reporting concurrent time to serve as the 

basis for determining compliance with timelines. 

IV. 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 

 
 
July 9, 2026 
 

 
30  IREC Workshop presentation, at 97. 
31  Workshop recording, at approximately 4:11:30 – 4:12:55. 
32  IREC Workshop presentation, at 100. 
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