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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

● Adopt the recommendations of CalCCA, Cal Advocates, WestLight Energy, and 
CLECA—and reject any resistance by the Joint IOUs—to include the consideration of 
structural reforms to the indifference framework within the scope of Track 3; 

● In any expedited initial phase of Track 3, limit consideration regarding the RPS MPB to 
only potential reform mirroring the Track 1 RA MPB reforms and can be evaluated through 
an Energy Division Staff Report, and defer consideration of all other RPS MPB 
proposals—including a cap and/or inclusion of long-term contracts—until after sufficient 
process and record development; and 

● Reject the Joint IOUs’ proposed phasing of Track 3 given its deferred consideration of re-
vintaging, delay of data access, and unworkable timetable. 

 

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

Party Opening Comments demonstrate broad consensus that improvements to the Power 

Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) and/or structural changes to the overall framework are 

necessary to ensure statutory indifference. CalCCA’s Opening Comments encourage the Commission 

to: (1) adopt a broad scope to consider restructuring the indifference framework, including potentially 

through the adoption of an allocation framework; (2) prioritize Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) 

market-price benchmark (MPB) reforms, potentially mirroring the Track 1 Resource Adequacy (RA) 

MPB reform, formalize a re-vintaging framework, and establish a data access protocol for an 

immediate phase of Track 3; and (3) build into the schedule adequate time to allow parties to evaluate 

data and develop proposals.  

In response to Opening Comments, CalCCA further recommends the Commission: 

 
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). 
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● Adopt the recommendations of CalCCA, the Public Advocates Office at the Public Utilities 
Commission (Cal Advocates), WestLight Energy (WestLight), and the California Large 
Energy Consumers Association (CLECA)—and reject any resistance by the joint investor-
owned utilities (Joint IOUs)—to include the consideration of structural reforms to the 
indifference framework within the scope of Track 3; 

● In any expedited initial phase of Track 3, limit consideration regarding the RPS MPB to 
only potential reform mirroring the Track 1 RA MPB reforms and can be evaluated through 
an Energy Division Staff Report, and defer consideration of all other RPS MPB 
proposals—including a cap and/or inclusion of long-term contracts—until after sufficient 
process and record development; and 

● Reject the Joint IOUs’ proposed phasing of Track 3 given its deferred consideration of re-
vintaging, delay of data access, and unworkable timetable. 

II. THE TIME IS RIPE TO CONSIDER STRUCTURAL REFORMS TO THE 
INDIFFERENCE FRAMEWORK AS RECOMMENDED BY CALCCA, CAL 
ADVOCATES, WESTLIGHT, AND CLECA—BUT RESISTED BY THE JOINT 
IOUS 

The time is ripe to consider structural reforms to the indifference framework, including 

allocation, as discussed on Day One of the Workshops and supported in Opening Comments by 

CalCCA, Cal Advocates, WestLight, and CLECA. The Joint IOUs urge caution in addressing these 

issues, raising: (1) the lack of criteria of which “legacy resources” to consider; (2) the definition of 

“uneconomic” in relation to these legacy resources; (3) the potential for introducing “unnecessary 

complexity” into the proceeding; (4) that such consideration will “significantly” extend Track 3; (5) 

that the 2017 case already examined mandatory allocations as then proposed by the Joint IOUs and 

that no material changes have occurred necessitating their reconsideration; and (6) that such 

consideration will distract from the Joint IOUs’ highest priority issues of PCIA MPB reform.4  

As highlighted by CalCCA, Cal Advocates, WestLight, and CLECA, both structural changes 

and the consideration of allocation to accomplish statutory indifference are ripe for consideration. This 

is especially the case given the substantial material changes since the 2017 case, including but not 

limited to the increase of customers departing bundled service for CCAs, increasing electricity rates 

and the affordability crisis, and the impact of increased load in California. As noted by CLECA: 

 
4  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 3-6. 
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Track 3 should include a genuine evaluation of structural 
alternatives to the current PCIA framework, not merely refinements 
to market price benchmarks. Commissioner Baker’s Day 1 question 
about whether the current PCIA framework remains the right 
approach in light of forecast growth is a consequential issue that 
should be reflected in the Track 3 Scoping Memo.5 

In addition, WestLight states that “[t]he proceeding should be scoped broadly to consider the 

wholesale structural reform of the indifference framework as discussed at the workshop, because the 

existing [PCIA] framework is not achieving indifference.”6 

Cal Advocates comprehensively discusses allocation as a potential component of a new 

framework, highlighting how it has the potential to mitigate rate volatility, render MPB refinement 

needs moot for PCIA ratemaking purposes, minimize the ongoing data access needs, and align load-

serving entity incentives.7 CLECA also recommends that the Commission consider whether allocation 

“for one or more attribute categories would preserve symmetric indifference while reducing the 

volatility associated with benchmark-based valuation.”8 

The PCIA framework refined in R.17-06-026 has yet to result in a ratemaking process in which 

one party or another has not bemoaned its significant shortcomings. Contrary to the Joint IOUs’ 

assertions that no “material changes” have occurred since the 2017 case and therefore the Commission 

need not reconsider its prior rejection of allocation, major changes have occurred, including increasing 

departures from IOU bundled service and escalating load. The framework has also proven itself 

inflexible in responding to regulatory changes to the state’s RA and Greenhouse-Gas programs, and 

unable to cope with significant changes in the energy, capacity and renewables markets. These 

shortcomings necessitate a close look at whether the existing PCIA framework is adequately ensuring 

indifference, or whether an alternative structure, including allocation and/or other mechanisms, should 

be adopted. 

III. CONSIDERATION OF INITIAL RPS MPB REFORM AS PROPOSED BY THE 
JOINT IOUS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO POTENTIALLY MIRRORING THE 
TRACK 1 RA MPB METHODOLOGY GIVEN THE SUBSTANTIAL RECORD 
NEEDED TO CONSIDER OTHER MPB REFORMS 

 
5  CLECA Opening Comments, at 3. 
6  WestLight Energy Opening Comments, at 2. 
7  Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 2-6. 
8  CLECA Opening Comments, at 4. 
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The Joint IOUs recommend immediately considering “interim” RPS MPB reform, potentially 

in the form of applying the Track 1 RA MPB reforms to the RPS MPB, and establishing a cap.9 While 

CalCCA supports the Commission considering RPS MPB reforms early in Track 3, this consideration 

should be limited to the Joint IOUs’ request to potentially apply the Track 1 RA MPB reform. With an 

Energy Division Staff Report similar to, but more robust than, that provided in Track 1, the 

Commission can consider whether such a modification can quickly provide relief from PCIA volatility 

and/or inaccuracies.10 Considerations of a cap, or incorporating long-term contracts into the RPS 

MPB, will require substantially greater record development and if considered, should only be in a later 

phase of Track 3. However, as the Commission knows well from the PCIA Undercollection Balancing 

Account (PUBA), caps have only led to more volatility over time. And while incorporating long-term 

contracts into the RPS MPB should be included in scope for consideration later in Track 3, the 

Commission has acknowledged it will take substantial record development to address concerns 

regarding the accuracy of the resulting RPS MPB.11 

IV. THE JOINT IOUS’ PROPOSED TRACK 3 PHASING SHOULD BE REJECTED 
FOR DEFERRING CONSIDERATION OF RE-VINTAGING, DELAYING DATA 
ACCESS, AND ESTABLISHING UNWORKABLE TIMELINES 

The Joint IOUs’ proposed Track 3 phasing should be rejected for deferring consideration of re-

vintaging, delaying data access, and establishing unworkable timelines. As noted above, the Joint 

IOUs propose that an immediate Track 3A be initiated, considering only RPS MPB and Energy Index 

MPB reform. Instead, and as proposed by CalCCA in its Opening Comments and set forth in Table 1 

below, Track 3 should begin with resolution of data needs for all of Track 3 to allow timely proposal 

development and issues ripe for Commission consideration, including limited RPS MPB reform and 

re-vintaging. In addition, the Joint IOUs’ proposed timing of Track 3B (considering overall PCIA and 

indifference framework reform) is unworkable given it would provide only three months between a 

Joint Case Management Statement on Track 3B data access, the beginning of such data access for 

Track 3B, and the completion of Track 3B. 

 
9  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 7. 
10  A key shortcoming of the Phase I process and evidentiary record was the inability for parties to access 
the data underlying the report and to ask Staff questions about the report in a workshop or other format. 
11  See Decision 23-06-006, Decision Addressing Greenhouse Gas-Free Resources, Long-Term Renewable 
Transactions, Energy Index Calculations, and Energy Service Providers’ Data Access, R.17-06-026 (June 13, 
2023) (declining after a Staff Proposal and substantial party comments to include long-term fixed price 
contracts in the RPS MPB based on concerns that the accuracy of the RPS MPB could be reduced, and stating it 
may reconsider this issue when RA market reforms are complete).  
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A. The Joint IOUs Fail to Justify Delaying Consideration of Re-Vintaging Guidelines 
When the Issues Can be Resolved Early in Track 3 

While the Joint IOUs categorize re-vintaging as a “high priority” issue in their Opening 

Comments, they recommend delaying consideration of this issue until late 2027, with a decision in 

2028. This is so the Commission can consider what the IOUs deem to be “more urgent” and less 

record intensive – RPS and Energy Index MPB reform.12 Instead, re-vintaging should also be 

immediately addressed given the issue has been extensively addressed in other proceedings and 

limited record building would be necessary. 

Two re-vintaging issues are consistently raised in General Rate Cases and other cases. First, 

the UOG re-vintaging framework has been teed up in several proceedings to be addressed in this 

statewide PCIA proceeding.13 CalCCA has proposed a framework in the IOUs’ General Rate Cases to 

efficiently and effectively address costs responsibility questions for existing and new investments in 

UOG, including requiring the IOUs to define the end of life for UOG assets to appropriately limit cost 

recovery from each asset’s original vintage assignment. The Commission, however, has consistently 

stated that it will consider the re-vintaging framework in a statewide rulemaking.14 PG&E has also 

requested that the schedule in its Helms Uprate Application be suspended until the Commission 

decides on any modifications to vintaging in this proceeding.15 While the Commission has not ruled on 

PG&E’s motion, PG&E has otherwise been granted authority to move forward with the Helms Uprate, 

and a decision on cost allocation issues should not be delayed. The vintaging issues are ripe for 

consideration here and can be addressed through limited record building. 

Second, the Commission should establish a forum for adequate discovery and comments on 

PCIA-eligible contract amendments, renewals, or extensions. Currently, such extensions are generally 

considered through an advice letter process which does not provide adequate time or process for 

discovery and comments on such contract extensions.16  

 
12  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 6-8. 
13  See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 7-8. 
14  See CalCCA Opening Comments at 7-8; 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) (CalCCA OIR 
Reply), at 33-34 (summarizing Commission consideration of vintaging questions). 
15  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). 
16  See CalCCA OIR Reply, at 35-37 (discussing the contract re-vintaging issues). 
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B. The Joint IOUs’ Proposed Phasing of Data Access Should be Rejected  
Because it Impedes Timely Proposal Development and is Unworkable 

The Joint IOUs propose that data access be “bifurcated” according to their proposed Track 

3A/Track 3B phasing, which includes the dates proposed in the Joint IOUs’ Opening Comments.17 

Therefore, data access for the Joint IOUs’ proposed Track 3A issue would be addressed first and 

would be limited to data needed to analyze RPS MPB and Energy Index MPB issues. Upon 

completion of Track 3A in February 2027, the Joint IOUs propose a 120-day Track 3B meet and 

confer process to decide on data access for PCIA MPB or alternative indifference frameworks.18 This 

would result in data access for Track 3B beginning at the earliest in June 2027, with a Proposed 

Decision to be issued in September 2027.19 Not only is three months an unworkable amount of time 

for the extensive issues proposed to be addressed in Track 3B, there is no reason to delay data access 

for CalCCA to begin analyzing and creating proposals. Indeed, the Joint IOUs have the data today and 

are able to formulate proposals. Delaying and restricting the amount of time available for parties in 

this proceeding to analyze the important issues under consideration is not only unfair, but unnecessary. 

Therefore, the Commission should instead adopt CalCCA’s proposal to allow access to the full suite of 

data at the beginning of Track 3, as set forth below in Table 1, below. 

Table 1: CalCCA Proposed Timetable 

Track 3 Scoping Memo August 2026 
Track 3A: 
Data Access (for Tracks 3A and 3B) 
RPS MPB Reform 
Re-vintaging Standards 
Joint CMS (after data Meet & Confer) (within 60 days) October 2026 
Data Production By November 2026 
Proposed Decision January 2027 
Final Decision March 2027 
Track 3B – Concurrent Tracks (beginning April 2027) 
Track 3B.1 Track 3B.2 
Indifference Structure Reform Proposals 
Party proposals by May 2027 

Existing PCIA Reform 
Party proposals by May 2027 

 

 
17  See Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 12-13. 
18  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 13. 
19  Joint IOU Opening Comments, at 13. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

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

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 16, 2026 
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