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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

The Commission should: 

• Adopt IREC’s recommendation for tracking and reporting concurrent time to ensure 
transparency and fairness; 

• Reject the IOUs’ arguments to abandon the data sufficiency thresholds proposed by 
Guidehouse to ensure the IOUs continue to improve data tracking and reporting; 

• Reject SCE’s argument for the IOUs not to include outlier data in their data 
submissions to ensure a complete accounting of all project data; and 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation to ignore the relationship between Section 935 
staffing reports and the IOUs’ ability to meet energization targets to ensure the IOUs 
maintain adequate staffing levels to support timely energization. 

 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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DIVISION’S ENERGIZATION WORKSHOP 
 
 

California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these reply 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.  

 
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 Directing the Large Utilities and Authorizing Parties to 
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.  
4  Email Ruling Extending Comment Deadline and Authorizing Further Comment on June 18, 2026 
Workshop, R.24-01-018 (June 11, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M608/K773/608773938.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=607627593
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M608/K773/608773938.PDF
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Opening Comments5 demonstrate that Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), 

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

(collectively, the investor-owned utilities (IOUs)) have not fully complied with the reporting 

requirements from Decision (D.) 24-09-0206 and D.26-09-020.7,8 California Public Utilities 

Commission (Commission) action is therefore required to bring the IOUs into full compliance. 

Opening Comments also support the need for clarity on timeline-tracking definitions and 

responsibilities.9 In particular, clarity is needed regarding IOU-controlled versus customer-

controlled steps and how to track and report concurrent time for each step in the energization 

process. As discussed below, CalCCA also highlights the need for the Commission to address 

concerns related to data sufficiency, the treatment of outlier data, and the relationship between 

staffing reports and meeting energization timelines.  

CalCCA therefore recommends that the Commission: 

• Adopt the IREC’s recommendation for tracking and reporting concurrent time to 
ensure transparency and fairness; 

• Reject the IOUs’ arguments to abandon the data sufficiency thresholds proposed by 
Guidehouse, Inc. (Guidehouse) to ensure the IOUs continue to improve data tracking 
and reporting; 

 
5  Opening Comments refer to party opening comments submitted in this proceeding on or about 
July 9, 2026. 
6  D.24-09-020, Decision Establishing Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for 
Customers to Report Energization Delays, R.24-01-018 (Sept. 12, 2024), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M540/K806/540806654.PDF.  
7  D.26-02-025, Decision Establishing a Standard Offer for Flexible Service Connections, R.24-01-
018 (Feb. 5, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M598/K715/598715449.PDF.  
8  See, e.g., Interstate Renewable Energy Council (IREC) Opening Comments, at 13; The Public 
Advocates Office at the California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates) Opening Comments, at 3; 
California Broadband and Video Association Opening Comments, at 6; Environmental Defense Fund 
Opening Comments, at 3; and Southern California Tribal Chairman’s Association Opening Comments, at 1. 
9  See, e.g., PG&E Opening Comments, at 15; SCE Opening Comments, at 6, 12, 23, and 28-29; 
IREC Opening Comments, at 7; Cal Advocates Opening Comments, at 9. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M540/K806/540806654.PDF
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M598/K715/598715449.PDF
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• Reject SCE’s argument for the IOUs not to include outlier data in their data 
submissions to ensure a complete accounting of all project data; and 

• Reject PG&E’s recommendation to ignore the relationship between Section 935 
staffing reports and the IOUs’ ability to meet energization targets to ensure the IOUs 
maintain adequate staffing levels to support timely energization. 

II. IREC’S RECOMMENDATION FOR TRACKING AND REPORTING 
CONCURRENT TIME SHOULD BE ADOPTED 

IREC’s recommendations for tracking and reporting concurrent time should be adopted 

to ensure full accounting of the IOU and customer time spent on each step of the energization 

process. CalCCA’s Opening Comments expressed support for IREC’s statements at the June 18, 

2026, Workshop (Workshop)10 about the need for greater transparency in data tracking and 

reporting.11 CalCCA supports IREC’s Opening Comments that overlapping time “cuts both 

ways,” and the Commission should adopt IREC’s recommendations regarding the balanced 

treatment of overlapping IOU-controlled and customer-attributable time.12  

IREC notes that the IOUs have expressed a desire to remove customer-attributable time 

from IOU-controlled steps.13 However, several energization steps assigned to the customer also 

include activities that depend on IOU action, such as the time spent in Step 1 (Intake) when the 

IOU reviews the customer's application for completeness. Allowing the IOUs to subtract 

customer time from IOU-controlled steps without correspondingly adding back IOU time 

embedded in customer-attributed steps would result in incomplete and inaccurate reporting. 

IREC’s balanced approach will allow production of the most accurate data, reflective of what 

 
10  Public Workshop on the Electric Utilities’ Biannual Energization Timelines Data Reports, 
R.24-01-018 (June 18, 2026), https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf. 
11  See CalCCA Opening Comments, at 7-8, and 19-20. 
12  IREC Opening Comments, at 29. 
13  Ibid. 

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
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IOUs are truly responsible for. The Commission should therefore adopt IREC’s proposed 

reporting requirements. 

III. THE IOUS’ ARGUMENTS TO ABANDON THE GUIDEHOUSE PROPOSED 
DATA SUFFICIENCY THRESHOLDS SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject the IOUs’ arguments to abandon the data sufficiency 

thresholds proposed by Guidehouse, Inc. (Guidehouse) in the September 2025 Biannual 

Energization Report (BER) Review,14 and modified as presented at the Workshop.15 Guidehouse 

concluded in the 2025 BER Review that “the available data were insufficient to conduct a 

comprehensive analysis of the progress toward meeting the average and maximum energization 

targets established by [D.24-09-030].”16 Guidehouse reaffirmed that conclusion in its 

presentation at the Workshop, stating that the results of its preliminary analysis of the IOUs’ 

March 2026 BERs were “not regulatory decision grade.”17 Despite this conclusion, the IOUs’ 

Opening Comments recommend not adopting Guidehouse’s proposed data sufficiency standards. 

SDG&E states that it “does not believe it is necessary for the Commission to adopt the 

proposed data sufficiency threshold definitions at this stage of implementation.”18 Similarly, 

PG&E states that it “disagrees with the premise that IOU compliance with the energization 

timelines established in this proceeding should now include additional inquiries around ‘data 

sufficiency, availability, and/or reliability,’” and “urges the Commission to avoid introducing 

unnecessary additional complexity.”19 Finally, SCE states that it “does not believe that the 

 
14  Ruling, Attachment B: September 2025 Biannual Energization Report Review (2025 BER 
Review), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M607/K644/607644153.PDF.  
15  Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at slides 58, and 69-70, https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energydivision/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-
timelines-workshop-slides.pdf. 
16  2026 BER Review, at 6. 
17  Guidehouse Workshop presentation, at slides 58, and 69-70.  
18  SDG&E Opening Comments, at 19. 
19  PG&E Opening Comments, at 21. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M607/K644/607644153.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energydivision/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energydivision/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energydivision/documents/infrastructure/energization/618-energization-timelines-workshop-slides.pdf
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proposed Data Sufficiency Threshold definitions are reasonable,” expressing concern that the 

Commission “and Guidehouse may use these somewhat arbitrary thresholds as triggers for 

remedial actions.”20  

The IOUs each argue that they are making progress towards improving data tracking and 

reporting and reducing energization times since D.24-09-020 was issued in September 2024. 

However, after three BER reporting cycles and nearly two years since the issuance of D.24-09-

020, the IOUs are still unable to produce data that is comprehensive or reliable enough to inform 

regulatory decision-making, nor have they definitively said when they will be able to do so. Until 

the IOUs can consistently and reliably track and report the required energization compliance and 

supporting contextual data, the Commission should require energization reporting incorporating 

Guidehouse’s proposed data sufficiency standards. 

IV. SCE’S ARGUMENT FOR THE IOUS TO OMIT OUTLIER DATA IN THEIR 
DATA SUBMISSIONS SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission should reject SCE’s assertion in its Opening Comments that the data in 

the IOUs’ Data Submission “would be compromised if they were required to intentionally 

include projects with discrepancies in their reported step data fields.”21 SCE errs in concluding 

that, because of this concern, the IOUs should omit outlier project data in their BERs.22 Rather, 

the Commission should require the IOUs to identify and account for outlier project data 

separately from aggregate reporting to provide a complete accounting of timeline performance. 

Only by including this data can the Commission ensure that reporting is accurate, reflects 

customer energization experiences, and enables an accurate assessment of the IOUs’ actual 

performance against energization targets. 

 
20  SCE Opening Comments, at 30-31. 
21  Id., at 35. 
22  Ibid. 
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V. PG&E’S RECOMMENDATION TO IGNORE THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
SECTION 935 STAFFING REPORTS AND THE IOUS’ ABILITY TO MEET 
ENERGIZATION TARGETS SHOULD BE REJECTED 

PG&E’s recommendation to ignore the linkage between the Section 935 staffing reports 

and energization obligations should be rejected.23 Staffing resources are directly related to meeting 

SB 410’s24 requirements and Commission-established energization timelines. For example, in its 

request to increase the 2025 and 2026 capital expenditure cost caps, PG&E stated that it would 

“determine the most cost effective labor ratio of internal to external labor that can meet SB 410’s 

requirement to ensure there is sufficient internal workforce to promptly serve our customers.”25  

In Opening Comments, however, PG&E recommends that staffing reports “not be 

considered as having a direct relationship with the targets adopted by the Commission pursuant 

to Sections 934 and 935 in this proceeding to establish energization timelines.”26 PG&E argues 

that the IOUs must balance how to deploy their internal headcount to address needs across 

multiple types of work.27 While the need to balance headcount across different types of work is 

understandable, the Commission should not ignore the direct relationship between staffing and 

the timely completion of energization work. The Commission must ensure that the IOUs 

maintain adequate staffing levels to meet established targets and should therefore reject PG&E’s 

recommendation to ignore this relationship. 

 
23  PG&E Opening Comments, at 9. 
24  Senate Bill 410 (Becker, Ch. 394, Stats. 2023) (SB 410), 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB410.  
25  Opening Brief of PG&E (U 39 E), R.24-01-018 (Jan. 21, 2025), at 34, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M555/K441/555441073.PDF.  
26  PG&E Opening Comments, at 9. 
27  Ibid. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB410
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M555/K441/555441073.PDF
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VI. 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 23, 2026 
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