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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

• Scope Track 3 broadly to enable consideration of alternative targeted solutions to 
recover costs for uneconomic legacy resources, allocation of PCIA resources, 
mechanisms to reduce volatility, and other proposals and structural frameworks for 
achieving indifference; 

• Prioritize the following issues concerning modifying the existing PCIA methodology 
(in addition to concurrently addressing alternative indifference mechanisms) to 
immediately create more consistency and address PCIA rate volatility: (1) re-
vintaging; and (2) modifying the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) market price 
benchmark (MPB), but only to align the calculation methodology with the Resource 
Adequacy (RA) calculation methodology adopted in Decision (D.) 25-06-049; and  

• Build into the schedule adequate time to allow parties to provide and evaluate data, 
and to develop proposals for modification of the PCIA. 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S WORKSHOP 
COMMENTS 

 
California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant 

to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Authorizing Party Comments on Track Three 

Workshop and Related Issues3 (Ruling), dated June 19, 2026.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) opened this proceeding to 

“consider . . . changes to the [existing] Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA).”4 The 

OIR seeks to, among other things, “mitigate and respond to rate volatility” and “best ensure 

indifference among bundled and departed customers.”5 Discussions at the June 8, 9, and 15, 

2026, Track 3 Planning Workshops demonstrate the wide range of potential indifference 

 
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, 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, Valley Clean 
Energy, and WestLight Energy. 
3  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Authorizing Party Comments on Track Three Workshop and 
Related Issues, Rulemaking (R.) 25-02-005 (June 19, 2026). 
4  Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and 
Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025) (OIR), at 1. 
5  Ibid. 
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framework and/or PCIA modifications, and the varied perspectives of parties regarding those 

potential modifications. As the OIR highlights, modifications are needed given “the consistent 

occurrence of issues in individual ratemaking cases that are better addressed in a rulemaking.”6 

Given the significant stakes for all ratepayers, the Track 3 scope must be broad enough to allow 

for adequate discussion of the merits and trade-offs of the various potential modifications. 

Equally as important is that parties have timely access to the data necessary to independently 

evaluate potential modifications and develop informed proposals of their own.  

The following comments are organized as directed in the Ruling, addressing issues raised 

at the Workshop and responding to the ALJ Workshop Questions set forth in the Ruling. 

CalCCA incorporates herein its earlier Comments on the Track 3 scope,7 and does not have 

additional comments on issues already addressed in those Track 3 Comments. CalCCA overall 

recommends the Commission: 

• Scope Track 3 broadly to enable consideration of alternative targeted solutions to 
recover costs for uneconomic legacy resources, allocation of PCIA resources, 
mechanisms to reduce volatility, and other proposals and structural frameworks for 
achieving indifference; 

• Prioritize the following issues concerning modifying the existing PCIA methodology 
(in addition to concurrently addressing alternative indifference mechanisms) to 
immediately create more consistency and address PCIA rate volatility: (1) re-
vintaging; and (2) modifying the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) market price 
benchmark (MPB), but only to align the calculation methodology with the Resource 
Adequacy (RA) calculation methodology adopted in Decision (D.) 25-06-049; and  

• Build into the schedule adequate time to allow parties to provide and evaluate data, 
and to develop proposals for modification of the PCIA. 

 
6  OIR, at 13-14. 
7  See California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on Administrative Law 
Judge’s Ruling Authorizing Parties to File Comments on Issues to Address in Track 3, R.25-02-005 (Mar. 
27, 2026) (CalCCA Track 3 Ruling Comments); California Community Choice Association’s Reply 
Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Authorizing Parties to File Comments on Issues to 
Address in Track 3, R.25-02-005 (Apr. 10, 2026) (CalCCA Track 3 Ruling Reply) (together CalCCA 
Track 3 Comments). 
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II. CALCCA COMMENTS ON ISSUES RAISED AT WORKSHOPS 

CalCCA addresses issues raised at the Workshops in response to the ALJ Workshop 

Questions in Section IV., below. CalCCA does not provide any comments on new issues for this 

proceeding, except for its recommendations in Section 4, below, related to Workshop Day 2. 

III. CALCCA COMMENTS ON ISSUES THAT WERE RAISED IN EARLIER 
TRACK 3 COMMENTS 

CalCCA does not have comments in addition to those raised in its Track 3 Comments at 

this time, which include: 

• Adopting a broad scope for Track 3, including but not limited to all scoping items 
originally identified in the OIR;  

• Resolving data access and confidentiality issues early in Track 3;  

• Adopting a data access protocol requiring the scope and term of data set forth in 
CalCCA’s Data Matrix; and  

• Providing a minimum of six months following data production for analysis and 
proposal development by all parties.8  

IV. CALCCA RESPONSES TO SECTION 1 OF THE RULING 

A. ALJ Workshop Questions 

1. Issues Discussed on Day 1: Structural Changes 

a. Do the following topics have the potential for sufficient net 
benefits to warrant their inclusion in the scope of Track 3? If so, 
please provide a brief (one to two sentences) explanation of the 
direction you would like to consider with regards to this topic. 
Likewise, please identify if consideration of any topic should be 
considered mutually exclusive with others.  

i. Targeted solutions to recover costs for uneconomic legacy 
resources 

 
8  Ibid. 
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CalCCA supports including in scope the identification of potential alternative solutions 

for recovering uneconomic legacy resource costs, as discussed at Day 1 of the Workshops. The 

scope can consider solutions such as, but not limited to:  

• Securitizing all or part of legacy Utility Owned Generation (UOG) costs; 

• Considering how to reduce the amount of UOG costs in the portfolio; 

• Exploring third-party management of UOG resources to balance the incentives of 
portfolio management on behalf of all customers; 

• Revisiting full or partial buyouts of PCIA obligations using a third-party portfolio 
valuation; 

• Exploring ways to harness load growth to reduce the burden of PCIA costs; 

• Holding a Request for Information (RFI) process to renegotiate or reassign expensive 
contracts with counterparties; and  

• Enhancing IOU portfolio optimization through Bundled Procurement Plan (BPP) 
modifications.9 

Each of these solutions has the potential to align incentives to facilitate fair competition 

among load serving entities (LSEs) and/or reduce the magnitude of PCIA costs for all customers. 

While the PCIA is primarily a cost allocation tool, the concepts outlined above have the potential 

to reduce overall costs associated with administering and managing the PCIA portfolio. 

Lowering these costs would reduce rates for bundled and unbundled customers alike.  

ii. Revisiting allocation, in particular the potential for 
mandatory allocations  

 
9  Lack of transparency around the IOUs’ processes for making excess RA capacity and other 
attributes available to the market can raise concerns over portfolio optimization. Since PG&E’s 2019 
ERRA Compliance case, community choice aggregators (CCAs) have asked the Commission to set 
clearer standards in the IOUs’ Bundled Procurement Plans (BPP) to ensure portfolio optimization. The 
Commission did not act on those requests until 2025 when it put the BPPs in scope in the Integrated 
Resource Plan (IRP) proceeding (R.25-06-019). Parties in R.25-06-019 are awaiting a Ruling instructing 
next steps in response to the IOUs’ proposed modifications. If the Ruling clarifies that: (1) only the IOUs 
propose revisions to the BPPs; and (2) parties’ roles are limited to commenting on the IOUs’ ideas instead 
of proposing their own, then this issue should be in scope for the PCIA proceeding to enable stakeholders 
to propose BPP modifications as part of the Commission’s consideration of how best to optimize IOU 
portfolios. 
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CalCCA also supports the Commission incorporating into scope revisiting the allocation 

of PCIA attributes (i.e., RA, RPS, and greenhouse gas-free attributes), particularly the concept of 

mandatory allocations with transactability. Only mandatory allocation eliminates the need to rely 

on MPBs; voluntary allocation could still leave residual products that may need to be valued in 

some way. Aside from the Energy MPB, which uses a market-clearing price, all other attributes 

must use proxy prices calculated by Energy Division to estimate the MPB. These estimates, 

while a reasonable approach determined through a Working Group process in R.17-06-026, are 

subject to dispute and changing market conditions, which has introduced additional uncertainty 

into the PCIA along with rate volatility.10 As an approximation of the costs of attributes, MPBs 

are inherently inaccurate and subject to disagreement. Avoiding a proxy calculation altogether by 

allocating the attributes would alleviate the need to continuously adjust estimation 

methodologies, saving Commission and LSE staff time and resources, and settling the ongoing, 

and potential future, disputes around the estimated value of attributes. 

iii. Mechanisms to reduce volatility and stabilize rates  

CalCCA supports the Commission considering mechanisms to reduce volatility and 

stabilize rates, including but not limited to considering revisions to the RPS MPB methodology 

to align with the new RA MPB methodology, and allowing stakeholder access to the data 

underlying the MPBs. First, the Commission should explore the concept of relying on a longer 

price-averaging period to calculate the Forecast and Final RPS MPB (three and four years, 

respectively, as recently adopted for the RA MPB in D.25-06-049) to reduce volatility. A record 

 
10  See, e.g., Energy Division Staff Report of the 2024-2025 Resource Adequacy Market Price 
Benchmark, R.25-02-005 (Feb. 26, 2025), at 5 (“The system RA Forecast and Final MPBs have seen the 
most volatility since the current PCIA MPB methodology was adopted in D.18-10-019…This RA price is 
reflective of a recent subset of RA transactions that may be driven by market power, as it does not appear 
that new RA projects are or would be this expensive.”). 
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on this issue can be developed by directing Energy Division to issue a Staff Report analyzing the 

impact of calculating the RPS MPB in this manner. As discussed in Section 2.b., below, this 

Staff Report should allow interested stakeholders to review data inputs as well as the results of 

the analysis. 

Second, the ability to engage in long-term planning empowers CCAs and IOUs alike to 

manage PCIA rate swings. To the extent the MPBs remain a key input to the PCIA, the 

Commission should identify ongoing information-sharing mechanisms to ensure that 

stakeholders have access to the data to empower improved forecasts of the MPBs.  

iv. Other proposals or structural frameworks for achieving 
indifference that may produce greater net benefits for 
ratepayers and promote competition among LSEs 

CalCCA supports the Commission exploring other proposals and structural frameworks 

for achieving indifference that produce greater net benefits for ratepayers and promote 

competition among LSEs. Track 3 should therefore be scoped to allow for parties to identify 

additional framework modifications to the PCIA, and alternative and viable methods to ensure 

indifference outside of the PCIA framework. While the current paradigm has its merits and is the 

product of a working group process, it is not without persistent issues, systematic volatility, and 

growing pains. A PCIA proceeding considering modifications to the PCIA has been open for 

nine of the last ten years, demonstrating the complexity in establishing robust mechanisms to 

ensure indifference. The time is right to zoom out and consider alternative approaches to 

achieving indifference that may provide greater net benefits for all customers and promote 

competition among LSEs.  

b. If these issues are included in scope, and parties are permitted to 
make proposals for structural changes, how much time to 
develop proposals is necessary?  
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The Commission should provide six months after parties receive relevant data for 

proposals. This allows for sufficient time to carefully craft, analyze, and test proposals, ensuring 

they are conceptually sound and robust in the context of real data. 

c. If these issues are included in scope, should they be addressed 
concurrently with, before, or after other issues?  

The Commission should address the issues outlined above concurrently with other issues, 

but only after relevant data are made available to all parties.11 

2. Issues Discussed on Day 2: Refinements to PCIA and ERRA 

a. What are your 2-3 highest-priority issues? 

CalCCA interprets this question to seek high priorities regarding PCIA and ERRA 

modifications that can be immediately addressed at the outset of Track 3, without the need for 

additional data access. Overall, a high priority for CalCCA is considering alternative indifference 

structures, as discussed in Section IV.A.1., above. However, in considering refinements to the 

current PCIA framework that can be addressed now and concurrently with considering 

alternative indifference structures, the Commission should prioritize re-vintaging and modifying 

the RPS MPB.  

First, re-vintaging has been addressed without resolution in other Commission 

proceedings, which found that the issue should be addressed in a statewide rulemaking.12 In 

 
11  Following standard Commission rules and practices around confidential information if 
appropriate. 
12  See, e.g., D.23-11-069, Decision on Test Year 2023 General Rate Case for Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company, A.21-06-021 (Nov. 16, 2023), at 511 (“Finally, with respect to Joint CCAs’ 
framework proposal, the Commission also declines to consider it in this proceeding, as this would require 
a thorough examination of the complexities involving the current vintaging framework and how costs are 
allocated as part of the PCIA. This review would best take place in a broader proceeding in which other 
utilities and stakeholder positions may be considered.”); see also D.24-12-074, Decision Adopting the 
2024 Test Year General Rate Cases of Southern California Gas Company and San Diego Gas & Electric 
Company, A.22-05-015 (Dec. 23, 2024), at 408 (“Generally, matters that are of statewide relevance across 
IOU territories should be addressed in a statewide proceeding that applies to all relevant regulated IOUs, 
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addition, PG&E requested to pause the schedule in its Helms Uprate Application until the 

Commission decides on any modifications to vintaging in this proceeding.13 The Commission 

has not yet ruled on PG&E’s motion. Second, there is a substantial record in this proceeding on 

changes to the RA MPB that can be built upon for the RPS MPB. A Staff Report on the RPS 

MPB can also inform the record. Given these circumstances, each of these issues is ripe to be 

placed in scope at the beginning of Track 3, concurrent with the Commission considering overall 

changes to the indifference framework. 

b. What is the level of complexity in record development anticipated 
to address each of the priority issues? For instance, what 
analysis is necessary? 

The re-vintaging issue has been addressed by parties without resolution in other 

Commission proceedings, as noted above.14 Those proceedings provide background for the 

Commission to address the re-vintaging issue, and legal briefing could potentially be sufficient to 

address this issue. The Commission, however, must fulsomely decide both the standard for re-

vintaging and the appropriate venue to consider re-vintaging that allows all parties to adequately 

review proper cost allocation.15 

 
where a proper record can be developed and participation of all stakeholder interests can be considered, 
rather than in a utility specific GRC proceeding.”).  
13  See Joint Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) and Californians for Green 
Nuclear Power to Hold Phase II in Abeyance Pending Resolution of Issues in Rulemaking 25-02-005, 
Application 23-12-014 (Jan. 16, 2026). 
14  See n. 12, supra. 
15  If all policy issues regarding re-vintaging are comprehensively addressed, CalCCA agrees with 
the assessment of the Joint IOUs in their OIR Opening Comments that the issues can be addressed in this 
rulemaking via legal briefing. See Joint IOU Opening Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking to 
Update and Reform Energy Resource Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment 
Policies and Processes, R.25-02-005 (Mar. 18, 2025), at 29; see also California Community Choice 
Association’s Reply Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Update and Reform Energy 
Resource Recovery Account and Power Charge Indifference Adjustment Policies and Processes, R.25-02-
005 (Apr. 2, 2025), at 33-37 (stating that vintaging questions are broader than simply the standard for re-
vintaging given no proper forum exists for adequate review of the vintaging treatment of a resource).  
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Regarding aligning the RPS MPB with the RA MPB, as noted above, a record on this 

issue could be developed by directing Energy Division to issue a Staff Report analyzing the 

impact of calculating the RPS MPB using the same longer price-averaging period relied on to 

calculate the RA MPB.  To provide transparency, the Commission should anonymize RPS 

transaction data used by Energy Division to calculate the RPS MPB and provide the data to 

parties through Reviewing Representatives to allow parties to perform and present their own 

analyses. 

3. Issues Discussed on Day 3: Data Access 

a. Part 2 of this ruling contains a template for a list of data access 
issues that would be filled out and included in the joint case 
management statement. Do you suggest any changes to this 
template? 

The template should be amended to add a column after the data type to identify the 

timeframe of the data desired. Both the data type and the timeframe of that data are necessary 

details. The Commission should also add a column to the template that indicates whether the 

listed data is public, or confidential and requires a reviewing representative.  For example, 

market-sensitive data are confidential for three years into the future and one year in the past.16 

Therefore, data of one type could be confidential for certain record years and public for other 

record years. Adding the public or confidential indicator as a column would provide necessary 

granularity to understand the status of information. 

b. If other parties have made proposals for data access that you 
oppose, identify an underlying motivation for that proposal that 
you share and/or support. 

 
16  Interim Opinion Implementing Senate Bill No. 1488, Relating to Confidentiality of Electric 
Procurement Data Submitted to the Commission, R.05-06-040 (June 29, 2006), at Ordering Paragraph 1. 
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CalCCA appreciates the Joint IOUs’ data offer presented in their April 10 Track 3 Scope 

Reply Comments.17 Based on this offer and the comments made by the Joint IOUs during Day 3 

of the Workshops, CalCCA believes the parties have taken a constructive and necessary first step 

towards resolution of data issues. Most importantly, CalCCA appreciates the Joint IOUs’ 

recognition that CalCCA (through its reviewing representatives) requires access to this data, and 

their willingness to use the standard Model NDA. The proposed data offered by the IOUs, 

however, is not sufficient to meet CalCCA’s needs for developing proposals.   

CalCCA’s Data Matrix was developed to identify the information necessary to 

independently: (1) analyze the makeup of the IOUs’ PCIA-eligible resource portfolios at the 

individual contract and resource level and their historical performance; (2) model PCIA charges; 

(3) model the impacts of any changes to the MPBs; and (4) develop proposals for modifications 

to the PCIA calculation. The Joint IOUs’ data offer generally acknowledges these legitimate 

analytical needs which provides an important foundation for resolving the remaining issues. 

Their offer addresses most of the major categories of data identified by CalCCA.  However, 

significant differences exist between the parties regarding how certain data will be presented, and 

the time periods applicable to the data requested. 

Given the Joint IOUs’ recognition of CalCCA’s legitimate need for the requested 

information, CalCCA remains confident that the parties can agree on a reasonable approach. 

CalCCA outlined several of its requested refinements to the Joint IOU offer during the Day 3 

Workshop, and has included this information in Table 1 below. While the parties are 

substantially aligned on the objectives of a data access framework, CalCCA remains confident 

that the meet-and-confer framework will provide an opportunity to address the remaining issues. 

 
17  See Joint IOU Reply Comments on the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Authorizing Parties to 
File Comments on Issues to Address in Track 3, R.25-02-005 (Apr. 10, 2026), at 12 and Appendix A. 
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Table 1: CalCCA Requested Refinements to Joint IOU Offer of Data 

Missing Information Additional Information Needed from IOUs 
Forecast information beyond 
2026 (preventing PCIA 
calculation beyond 2026) 

All PCIA inputs (e.g., resource cost, energy and capacity 
output, CAISO revenue, bundled and unbundled customer 
load/PCIA billing determinants) beyond 2026 

Provides some, but not all 
requested information on 
contracts and UOG 

ID number, CAISO resource ID, solicitation, CPUC 
authorization, resource type/products, resource technology, 
location, PCIA vintage, contract amendment date(s), 
VAMO eligibility, GHG-free eligibility, RA 
classification/location, qualifying RA capacity (MW 
counted toward RA requirement), UOG depreciable life, 
UOG hydro FERC license term 

Cost information for UOG 
resources 

O&M, fuel costs, GHG costs, depreciation expense, capital 
additions, administrative costs (procurement management), 
annual revenue requirements 

Forward market prices For energy, RA, RECs, GHG free attributes 
Procurement planning 
documents  

Bundled Procurement Plan, RPS Procurement Plan 

Net market value calculations Net market value calculations 
Provides some historical 
information but is missing 
other historical components 
affecting PABA 

Sold and unsold RA, sold and unsold RPS, approved UOG 
revenue requirement, bundled and unbundled customer 
revenue/sales, miscellaneous CAISO revenue/costs, 
miscellaneous other costs 

 

c. How much time is needed between the issuance of the Track 3 
Scoping Memo and a deadline for load serving entities to meet 
and confer on data access issues and subsequently file a joint 
case management statement?   

To provide sufficient time for parties to meet and confer on data access issues, the 

Commission should allow 60 days following issuance of the Track 3 Scoping Ruling and Memo 

to file a Joint Case Management Statement. This schedule will provide sufficient time for parties 

to meet several times and prepare a proposal for the Commission’s consideration.  

While CalCCA believes time will be needed to refine the details of data access, the more 

important scheduling consideration is the amount of time CalCCA will have to analyze the data 

once it is produced. The Joint IOUs have had, and will continue to have, the ability to develop 

and test proposals throughout this process, as they have since the outset of this proceeding. To 
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ensure a fair and informed Track 3 process, the Commission should be prepared to resolve data 

access issues before setting any additional substantive timelines or to make timelines contingent 

on data access resolution. 

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 

 
 
July 9, 2026 
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