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DECISION ADOPTING IMPROVEMENTS TO DISTRIBUTION PLANNING AND
PROJECT EXECUTION, DISTRIBUTION RESOURCE PLANNING DATA
PORTALS, AND INTEGRATION CAPACITY ANALYSIS MAPS

Summary

The purpose of Rulemaking 21-06-017s to prepare the electric grid for a
high number of distributed energy resources.In establishing this proceeding, the
Commission recognized the need to review utility distribution planning
processes.Track 1, Phasel of this proceeding hasfocused on near-term
improvements to the distribution planning and execution process(DPEP). This
decision marks the culmination of over two years of work by the Commission
and parties to review the current distribution planning and execution processes
of Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and
Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) and determine what near-term
Improvements to activities such asinvestment planning, prioritization,
execution, and costrecovery could be made to effectively and efficiently execute
infrastructure projects. The Commission also recognized that distribution
planning doesnot occur in avacuum. Hence, this proceeding looked at
improving coordination with other Commission proceedings, including the
Transportation Electrification and Energization proceedings, and local
engagementin utility distribution planning.

Following a seriesof rulings and comments to review and better
understand the current DPEP, a Staff Proposato Improvethe Distribution Planning
and ExecutionProcesgStaff Proposal) recommended 27 specific improvements.
After reviewing eachof the proposed improvements and the party comments on
the improvements, this decision adopts the following requirements for Ultilities.

With respectto the DPEP, Utilities are directed to:
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Usereliable bottom-up data to estimate load growth in a
given year, defining reliable bottom-up data ascustomer
energization requestsand potentially certain types of
pending loads, and allowing the estimate to exceedthe
forecastedload growth that is basedon the Integrated
Energy Policy Report (IEPR) data, with guardrails. The
decision allows Utilities to selecta newer IEPR vintage to
usein distribution planning.

Work with the Commission and the California Energy
Commission to develop proposals to improve the method
for setting capson load growth from the IEPR.

Extend the distribution planning forecasthorizon to a
minimum of 13years and Utilities’ planning horizons to
10years but maintain the three-year minimum horizon for
line section analysis.

Implement the use of scenario planning in the DPEP
beginning with the 2025-202@Distribution Planning
Process(DPP) cycle.

Improve disaggregation methodologies for
implementation in the 2026-2027DPP cycle.

Create a pending loads category in the DPP, provide
evidence for types of pending loads to be considered
“reliable bottom-up data” and present an evaluation of the
outcomes no later than two years after implementation.

Submit separateadvice letters to propose project
prioritization methods, methods for integrated planning,
and bridging strategiesto accommodate energization
requeststhat trigger distribution capacity work.

Prepare a load flexibility planning processassessment
within the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 and propose
how to integrate the assessmeninto the DPEP.

Submit an annual community engagementplan to address
equity in the DPEP.

Eliminate distribution investment deferral solicitations and
focus on improving transparency of the DPEP.

-3-
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Include metrics to evaluate equity in utility distribution
plan reporting.

Include additional details regarding ongoing and
completed distribution capacity projects beginning with
the August 15,2025Distribution Deferral Opportunity
Report, now called the Distribution Upgrade Project
Report.

Track and report all known load projects to the California
Energy Commission.

Relatedly, this decision provides flexibility to Utilities to use the results of
the annual DPP asa basisfor requesting forecasting distribution upgrade costs
within a general rate caseand removes Ordering Paragraph 2(h) and 2(i) of
Decision 18-02-044that limited such requests.

This decision also makes severalimprovements related to the Integration
Capacity Analysis (ICA) results in the data portals and the data portals
themselves. Utilities are directed to:

Incorporate more detail of limiting criteria into Integration
Capacity Analysis (ICA) results in the data portals.

Remove customer registration requirements for data portal
access.

Usethe 15/15 Rule for data redaction where the rule is
defined asa data setcontaining 15 customerswith no
customer receiving no more than 15 percent of the load.

Modify ICA maps to enable straightforward customer
creation of Limited Generation Profiles and align with
Resolution E-5230.

Modify ICA methodologies to make use of Limited
Generation Profile application information, incorporating
all queued and active distributed energy resourceswith
export limits in addition to resourceswith Limited
Generation Profiles.
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Submit quarterly standalone ICA reports and hold
guarterly ICA public workshops.

Incorporate ICA results into internal energization business
processes(for Pacific Gasand Electric Company only)

Submit an advice letter describing the technical barriers to
implementation (for SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company
and Southern California Edison Company only).

Immediately createa dedicated ICA contact email and
implement other ICA usability and data portal
improvements no later than December2026.

The Commission considers thesenear-term improvements to be the first
step in improving the DPEP and afirst stepin preparing the electric grid for a
high number of distributed energy resources.The Commission recognizesthat
theseplanning efforts will require a significant investment. However, it is critical
that Utilities ensure their distribution planning prioritizes cost-effective

measuresand efficiencies while maintaining safety and reliability obligations.

1. Background
The primary focus of this decision is the Distribution Planning and

Execution Process(DPEP). This section provides the reader with relevant
background information to understand the foundational elementsand previous
Commission actions discussedthroughout this decision. Below, this decision
presents (1) a description of elementsadopted in the predecessorrulemaking,
Rulemaking (R.) 14-08-013¢t al.,! and used in the current DPEP;(2) an overview

of the current DPEP steps;(3) a discussion of related legislation; (4) an overview

1 Other related matters included the three applications filed by investor-owned utilities
requesting approval of Distribution ResourcePlan proposals (Application (A.) 15-07-002,
A.15-07-003,and A.15-07-006).

-5-
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of the procedural stepstaken thus far in this rulemaking; and (5) an overview of
a staff proposal to improve the DPEP (Staff Proposal).

1.1. Distribution Resources Plans Proceeding
R.14-08-013t al. (the Distribution ResourcesPlans (DRP) proceeding)

developed several elements currently used in the DPEP. The Commission
established the DRP to guide electric investor-owned utilities 2 (Utilities) in
developing DRP proposals that identify optimal locations for the deployment of
distributed resources,asrequired by Assembly Bill (AB) 327 (Perea),Stats.2013,
ch.611.AB 327added Public Utilities Code (Pub. Util. Code) 8§ 769requiring
Utilities to file DRP proposals and providing guidance to the Commission on the
review, modification, and ultimate approval of the Utilities’ DRP proposals
(more details are provided in Section1.3below). Relevantto this proceeding, the
DRP proceeding established the Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA), Data
Portals, and the Distribution Investment Deferral Framework (DIDF). The
following sectionsdescribe eachof theseelements.

1.1.1. Data Portals
Data Portals are interactive web portals that leverage geospatial mapping

data to allow for public accesdo certain utility electrical grid information. As
such, the objectives of the Data Portals address the needsof various stakeholders
and include: (1) to further the Utilities’ efforts to support customer use of clean
energy technologies; (2) to assistthe Commission in streamlining the

interconnection process;and (3) to help California meetits clean energy goals.

2The investor-owned utilities are Pacific Gasand Electric Company (PG&E), SanDiego Gas&
Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (SCE).

-6 -
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Utilities first published the Data Portals on July 15,2015simultaneously
with the issuanceof their DRPs2 The first iteration of the Data Portals included
an ICA assessmenftor eachline section or node in the distribution system and
the Locational Net Benefit Analysis results for their distribution systems,as
required by the February 6, 2015AssignedCommissioner'®uling on Guidancefor
Public Utilities CodeSectionPub. Util. Code§8769.3— Distribution Resourcélanning.
The Portals have undergone multiple iterations to improve usability and
accuracy. Today, the data available within eachportal includes the following

items:

General locations of distribution circuits, substations, and
subtransmission systems;

Distributed energy resourcesICA results (i.e.,hosting
capacity);

Current, queued, and total distributed generation
interconnection amounts;

Downloadable datasets(including Application
Programming Interface (API) capabilities);

Location Net Benefit Analysis (LNBA) results;
Grid Needs Assessment(GNA) data;
Distribution Deferral Opportunity Report (DDOR) data;
Historical Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS)ata;
Future transmission projects; and
High fire risk areas.
1.1.2. Integration Capacity Analysis
As required by Pub. Util. Code § 769(b),the DRP proposals were to,

among other things, evaluate locational benefits and costsof distributed

3 Sed~ebruary 6, 2015AssignedCommissioner'®uling on Guidancefor Public Utilities CodeSection
Pub.Util. Code§769.3- Distribution Resourcélanning, Attachment at 7-9.

-7 -
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resourceslocated on the distribution system basedon reductions or increasesin
local generation capacity needs.Track 1 of R.14-08-013lirected the
determination of issuesrelated to an ICA. The ICA quantifies the maximum
amount of power that can be injected to, or drawn from, the distribution system
while requiring minimal to no distribution mitigations, upgrades, or operational
restrictions.

Following the review of an ICA Working Group Final Report, the
Commission adopted Decision (D.) 17-09-026which considered many
recommendations from the report and directed a workplan for a nine-month ICA
rollout. In D.17-09-026 the Commission adopted two ICA use casesi(1) online
maps and interconnection streamlining aswell as(2) distribution planning. The
decision also directed Utilities to usethe iterative methodology for the online
maps and interconnection streamlining use casewith identified modifications
including (1) updating ICA results for changed circuits on amonthly basis;

(2) employing 576hourly profiles in the calculation and presentation of ICA
results; (3) presenting six ICA results in online maps and downloadable
datasets? (4) publishing specific criteria violations associatedwith the limiting
ICA value; (5) modeling voltage regulating devicesin initial system-wide rollout;
(6) limiting the ICA by pre-existing conditions; (7) maintaining technology-
agnostic approach to calculating ICA values; (8) standardizing a common
mapping structure and mapping functionality; (9) displaying certain attributes in
online ICA maps; (10) employing node reduction and limitation category

reduction in the initial system-wide rollout; and (11)using the Demonstration A

4 The six results include three different values (uniform generation, uniform load and fixed solar
photovoltaic) for eachof two operational flexibility scenarios(reverseflow up to substation
low-side busbar and operational flexibility limit with no reverseflow). SeeD. 17-09-026at 3.

-8-
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method for developing localized load shapeusing Advanced Metering
Infrastructure and other customer load data.

1.1.3. Distribution Investment
Deferral Framework

The Commission established the DIDF directing Utilities to attempt to
defer traditional utility investments through the use of distributed energy
resources.The DIDF built upon the Competitive Solicitation Framework adopted
by the Commission in D.16-12-036/n the related Rulemakingio Createa Consistent
RegulatoryFrameworlfor the Guidance Planning, and Evaluationof Integrated
Distributed EnergyResourcefR.14-10-003r IDER Proceeding). Within the DRP
proceeding, the Commission adopted D.18-02-004 creating the annual DIDF
processto identify, review, and selectopportunities for third party-owned
distributed energy resourcesto defer or avoid traditional capital investments by
Utilities on their electric distribution systems.D.18-02-004established DIDF as
part of the annual utility distribution planning process.

After the establishment of the DIDF, the IDER Proceeding adopted two
pilot programs to test alternate processesfor soliciting distributed energy
resources:the Partnership Pilot and the Standard-Offer-Contract pilot. The
Commission directed that thesetwo solicitation processesbe integrated into the

DIDF process? The Standard-Offer-Contract pilot hassince beenclosedto new

5D.21-02-006at Ordering Paragraph 4 and Ordering Paragraph 6.
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contracts due to alack of interest.® Similarly, the Partnership Pilot has been
discontinued. ’

The DIDF processis a multi-step processthat involves several players. The
following description is a step-by-step overview of the current DIDF process.

The DIDF begins with Utilities proposing which forecastscenariosshould
apply to the next DPEP cycle (described in Section1.2below). Following a
workshop with the Distribution ForecastingWorking Group (DFWG) and review
of informal party comments, Energy Division approves a forecastscenario?
Utilities submit their bi-annual DIDF Procurement Status Report to Energy
Division, the Independent Professional Engineers (IPE), and Independent
Evaluators. Utilities then launch the prescreening period for the Partnership Pilot
solicitation mechanisms. The Independent Evaluators submit the Post-
Procurement Utility Comparison Report. Utilities file GNA and DDOR for the
current cycle. The IPE submits Preliminary Analysis of GNA/DDOR Data
Adequacy reports. Utilities launch their Requestfor Offer (RFO) solicitations. All
stakeholders convene for the Distribution Planning Advisory Group (DPAG)
workshop where Utilities present their GNA/DDOR reports and details of the
identified deferral opportunities and the IPE preliminary analysis. Following the

DPAG, stakeholders have the opportunity to pose questions, which is followed

6 May 19,2023Administrative Law Judge’'sRuling onrecommendeReformdor the 2023Distribution
InvestmentDeferralFrameworkProcessthe PartnershipPilot, andthe Standard-Offer-ContradPilot
(2023DIDF Ruling) at 7-9and at Ruling Paragraph 1.

7June 21,2024 Administrative Law JudgesRuling Reformingthe 2024/2023istribution Investment
DeferralFrameworkCycle(DIDF), Off Rampingthe PartnershipPilot and Granting the Motionsto
TemporarilySuspendPortionsofthe DIDF (2024DIDF Ruling) at 17-19and Ruling Paragraph 3.

8 D.18-02-004at Ordering Paragraph 1.arequires the use of the IEPR, D.18-02-004at Ordering
Paragraph 1.c.requires review from the Distribution ForecastingWorking Group, and the
May 11,2020DIDF Reform Ruling at Reform 3 establishesthe processfor Energy Division
approval of Utility-proposed IEPR scenarios.
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by subsequentworkshops, meetings, and other communications. The IPE
submits the DPAG Reports on eachUtility’s work for the current cycle. Utilities
file one advice letter to launch their selectedPartnership Pilot projects and a
secondadvice letter for approval to not launch the unselected projects through
any solicitation mechanism. Utilities then launch their Partnership Pilots and a
secondround of RFO. The Independent Evaluator sendsout a survey to
Partnership Pilot developers and aggregatorsto solicit feedback on the process.
Utilities presenttheir project shortlists to the Procurement Review Group, then
subsequently submit an information-only advice letter notification of executed
RFO projects. Utilities update their Partnership Pilot website with a notice of
availability of procurement tranchesfor aggregatorsto bid for. Utilities submit
their Annual Partnership Pilot Evaluation Reports, the Independent Evaluator
submits the DIDF RFOreport and their Annual Partnership Pilot Evaluation
Report, and the IPE submits the Post-DPAG Report. There is around of
comments and replies on reforms to DIDF and the solicitation pilots, and the
cycle ends with an Administrative Law JudgeRuling, informed by comments,
that makesincremental reforms to the DIDF with the aim of improving the
deferral processand setsthe schedule for the next cycle.

1.2. Overview of Distribution Planning
and Execution Process

As shown in Table 1 below, the DPEP s a ten-step processthat can be
divided into the five-step Distribution Planning Process(DPP) (where Utilities
forecastfuture load on the distribution system and determine when and where

upgrades will be needed) and the five-step Execution Process(where solutions
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are designed, prioritized, and constructed.)® Thesestepsare indicative of the
general processand are not intended to perfectly capture eachutility’s process.

Table 1
Ten-Step DPEP?0

DPP (Steps 1-5) Execution Process(Steps 6-10)

1. Historical Load Profile Review | 6. Project Prioritization in Workplan

2. ForecastAdoption 7. Project Scoping

3. Load and DER!! Disaggregation | 8. Planning, Designing, and Estimating

4. Grid Need ldentification 9. Permitting, Sourcing, and Release

5. Solution Development 10. Construction

As further shown in Figure 1 below, the ten stepsof the DPEP can occur
concurrently, or even be skipped under certain conditions and cantranspire over

14to 96 months depending upon the utility and project.

9 Staff Proposal at 17-22.
10 Staff Proposal at 17-18.

11 DER s the acronym for distributed energy resources.
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Figure 1

Stepsof the Distribution Planning and Execution ProcessTimeline
Time in Months, ForecastAdopted Before ProcessBegins, Historical Load Profile
Review is Concurrent with Grid Load and DER Disaggregation.?

1.3. Related Legislation
As described in Section1.6below, California has experienced an increase

in load growth that, coupled with issuesin the DPEP, hasled to customer
energization delays and long lead times for energization. Two California state
bills, signed into law in October 2023,aim to address such delays. Both bills
define customer energization as“connecting customersto the electrical
distribution grid and establishing adequate electrical distribution capacity or
upgrading electrical distribution or transmission capacity to provide electrical
service for a new customer, or to provide upgraded electrical serviceto an
existing customer.”13

Recognizing the need for alarge increasein the quantity of electricity and
the functions for which electricity will be used, SenateBill (SB)410(Becker),
Stats.2023,ch. 394,which establishesPub. Util. Code §8930through 8939.5,aims

to improve the speedat which energization and service upgrades are performed.

12 Staff Proposal at 18, Figure 2-1.
13 SeePub. Util. Code §931(b).
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SB410(Pub. Util. Code 8936)directs the Commission to require eachelectrical
corporation to consider a variety of factors in distribution planning including
decarbonization goals and plans; building and transportation sector
electrification policies; state and local government plans related to housing,
economic development, and critical facilities; known load and load projections
provided by the California Energy Commission (CEC); and projections of load
that exceedforecastsprovided by the CEC. SB410also directs the Commission to
require eachelectrical corporation to adopt and implement distribution plans
(1) to satisfy the state policies listed in Pub. Util. Code 8933,such asupgrading
the distribution system asneededand in time to achieve decarbonization and air
guality goals, and conducting advance planning, engineering and construction so
that customers can be energized without substantial delay; (2) to support
achieving the requirements from Pub. Util. Code § 936(a)(1);and (3) to generally
meet the energization time periods required by Pub. Util. Code §934.SB410
(Pub. Util. Code §936(b))specifiesthat electrical corporations may only consider
projections of load that exceed CEC forecastsif they provide the Commission
with forecastdetails or what requests necessitatedthe alternate forecast.

AB 50 (Wood), Stats.2023,ch. 317also seeksto improve the accuracy of
projected demand and facilitate timely electric service through energization.
AB 50,which adds Pub. Util. Code § 933.5,requires eachelectrical corporation to
evaluate and update its existing distribution planning processesand meet
annually with stakeholders to discussissuesrelated to distribution planning
listed in Pub. Util. Code §933.5(c)(1)Further, AB 50requires eachelectrical
corporation to sharerelevant information, which may include, but is not limited
to, data available through the integrated capacity analysis tool, upon request

with local governments about those areaswhere existing capacity either exists or
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could be easily added, and where existing capacity is planned to be added,

within the distribution system to meetthose objectives (Pub. Util. Code
§933.5(c)(3)).

Table 2

Summary of SB410and AB 50 Requirements

Bill

Pub. Util.
Code Section

Summary of Requirement

SB410

§936(a)(1)

The Commission shall require utilities to consider the
following in their annual DPPs: (1) Federal, state, regional,
and local air quality and decarbonization standards, plans,
and regulations; (2) The transportation and building
electrification policies of state law; (3) Stateagency, local
agency, and local government plans and requirements
related to housing, economic development, critical
facilities, transportation, and building electrification; (4)
Known load, and projections of load provided by the CEC,;
and (5) Projections of load that exceedforecastsprovided
by the CEC.

8936(a)(2)

The Commission shall require utilities to adopt and
implement plans (1) to satisfy the state policies listed in
Pub. Util. Code §933,such asupgrading the distribution
system asneeded and in time to achieve decarbonization
and air quality goals, and conducting advance planning,
engineering and construction so that customers can be
energized without substantial delay; (2) to support
achieving the requirements from 8936(a) (1) above;and (3)
to generally meet the energization time periods required
by §934.

§937(d)

(d) The Commission shall ensure that eachelectrical
corporation improves upon energization planning,
consistentwith the requirements of Section936,when
requesting an authorized revenue requirement during the
electrical corporation's general rate case,in order to
minimize the need for any ratemaking mechanism
authorized pursuant to this section.

AB 50

§933.5(c)(1)

To improve the accuracy of projected demand and

facilitate achievement of the goal of timely electric service
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Table 2

Summary of SB410and AB 50 Requirements

Bill

Pub. Util.
Code Section

Summary of Requirement

through energization, eachelectrical corporation shall
evaluate and update, asnecessary,its existing distribution
planning processes.

§933.5(C)(2)

To improve the accuracy of projected demand, each
electrical corporation shall have annual meetings with
interested parties and experts in customer energization,
including representatives from local governments and the
relevant county staff for eachinterested county in its
service territory, which is presumed to include chief
administrative officers, planning directors, public works
directors, chief building officials, and economic
development officials, to discussrelevant information,
which may include, but is not limited to, customer service,
existing capacity, planned capacity upgrades, projected
local demand, local development plans, significant delays
in customer energization in the county, distribution
planning, existing workflows, and potential improvements
to planning, timelines, processes,and customer
communication and education.

§933.5(c) (3)

To increasethe paceand scaleof local projects intended to
meet state, regional, and local housing and economic
development objectives, eachelectrical corporation shall
share relevant information, which may include, but is not
limited to, data available through the integrated capacity
analysis tool, upon requestwith local governments about
those areaswhere existing capacity either exists or could
be easily added, and where existing capacity is planned to
be added, within the distribution systemto meetthose
objectives. Local government employees authorized to
requestinformation include chief administrative officers,
planning directors, public works directors, chief building
officials, economic development officials, and city

managers.
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1.4. Procedural Background
On June24,2021,the Commission adopted the Order Instituting Rulemaking

to Modernizethe ElectricGrid for aHigh Distributed EnergyResourcé&uture (Order)
with the main purpose of preparing the electric grid for a high number of
distributed energy resources,including those specific to transportation
electrification and asdefined in AB 327and Pub. Util. Code § 7691415
Additionally, the Commission anticipated addressing unresolved and ongoing
issuesfrom the DRP proceeding (R.14-08-013pand IDER proceeding
(R.14-16003).

Following the filing of comments and reply comments on the Order, a
prehearing conference,and workshop, on November 15,2021,the Assigned
Commissioner issued a Scoping Memo and Ruling (Scoping Memo). The Scoping
Memo established three tracks to the proceeding with related phases.While the
multiple tracks and phasesof this proceeding are occurring concurrently, this
decision will only addressissuesof Track 1, Phasel. Track 1, Phasel setforth

five issues,asshown in Table 3 below.

14 “Distributed resources’meansdistributed renewable generation resources,energy efficiency,
energy storage, electric vehicles, and demand responsetechnologies” (AB 327and Pub. Util.
Code § 769(a)).The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)defines distributed energy
resources(DERS)“as any resource located on the distribution system, any subsystem thereof or
behind a customer meter.” ... “These resourcesmay include, but are not limited to, resources
that are in front of and behind the customer meter, electric storage resources,intermittent
generation, distributed generation, demand response,energy efficiency, thermal storage, and
electric vehicles and their supply equipment” (FERCOrder No. 2222,86 FR16511,Junel, 2021,
at 11).

5 Pursuant to AB 327,Pub. Util. Code § 769required the Commission to open the Distributed
ResourcesPlan proceeding. Pub. Util. Code 8§ 769setforth directives regarding the integration
of DERsinto Utility electric distribution planning and a mandate for the Commission to review,
modify, and approve Utility distribution resourcesplans.
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Table 3

Track 1,Phasel Issues Adopted in Scoping Memo
1. Should the Utilities’ DPPsbe modified to address policy-based issuessuch
asforecasting scenariosfor increased electrification, improved data
sharing, electric vehicle adoption, 16 adoption of real-time rates and related
flexible load management technologies, and equity? Should policy-
forecasting scenariosfor higher electrification be used for determining
potential grid investments needed to address electrification?

2.How should Utilities’ GNA/DDOR be coordinated with the draft
Transportation Electrification Framework and/or any existing or future
Utility transportation electrification planning efforts stemming from the
transportation electrification proceeding (R.18-12-006nd any successor
proceeding?t’

3.How canthe GNA/DDOR Dbetter reflect the types of Transportation
Electrification investments identified in the draft Transportation
Electrification Framework and the legislative directives from AB 841(Ting),
Stats.2020,ch. 37278

4.How should ICA data and calculations be improved to enhanceaccuracy
and usefulnessfor distributed energy resourcesplanning, siting, and
interconnection, especially with respectto electrification load?'® Should the

18 Including electrification of transportation, buildings, ports, rail, and industry.

17SeeSection3.1and Appendix C in the draft Transportation Electrification Framework,

Energy Division Staff Proposal, February 2020,regarding the proposal for Utility strategic, long-
term Transportation Electrification Plans. Available at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/zev  and
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M326/K281/326281940.PDF

18 Statutes of 2020,Chapter 372(Ting) requires the Commission to adopt a policy that allows
certain customer-side costsassociatedwith installing electric vehicle infrastructure to be treated
ascommon-facility costsfor eachUtility, to berecoveredfrom all ratepayers. Resolutions E-5167
and E-5168,asadopted on October 7,2021,approves the six Utilities’ requeststo establish new
electric vehicle infrastructure rules and associatedmemorandum accountsto track costs
associatedwith implementing AB 841.

19 The January 27,2021,Administrative Law Judge’sRuling on JointParties’Motion for an Order
RequiringRefinementso the Integration CapacityAnalysis, directs Utilities to retain an
independent technical expert to review their data validation plans and efforts.
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Data Portal design beimproved to provide accesso data for multiple
stakeholdersin the DPP2°

5. What initial analysis is needed for the Commission to determine in Track 1,
Phase2, of this proceeding how bestto improve local engagementin utility
distribution planning?

On August 11,2023,the assigned Commissioner issued an Assigned
Commissioner&mendedScopingMemoandRuling (Amended Scoping Memo),
noting the Commission had anticipated the potential for future amendments in
the scopeof the proceeding. The Amended Scopeof Track 1, Phasel is shown in

Table 4 below.

Table 4
Track 1, Phasel Issues Adopted in Scoping Memo

1. Utilities forecast,identify, and plan infrastructure projects aspart of the
distribution planning process.However, the Utilities’ larger distribution
planning and execution processalso includes activities such asinvestment
planning, prioritization, execution, and a costrecovery mechanism
associatedwith theseprojects.

a. What other work plan activities outside the Utilities’ distribution
planning and execution processshould be included in the
proceeding?

b. What near-term actions are needed for more effective and timely
execution of infrastructure projects?

c. Regarding costrecovery, what mechanism, such asa balancing or
memorandum account or other process,is neededto allow flexibility
to implement infrastructure projectsin and outside the general rate
case(GRC) cycles?

20 Data Portals hosted by the three utilities provide ICA, LNBA, GNA/DDOR, and other data to
the public. Confidentiality issueswere resolved pursuant to the December17,2018Ruling and
July 24,2018Ruling for R.14-08-013(A) The PG&E portal is available at
https://www.pge.com/en/about/doing-business-with-pge/interconnections/distributed-
resource-planning-data-and-maps.html ; (B) the SDG&E portal is available at
https://www.sdge.com/more-information/customer-generation/enhanced-integration-
capacity-analysis-ica; and (C) the SCEportal is available at https://drpep.sce.com/drpep/
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2.How should Utilities’ GNA/DDOR be coordinated with the draft

Transportation Electrification Framework and/or any existing or future
Utility transportation electrification planning efforts stemming from the
transportation electrification proceeding (R.18-12-006and any successor
proceeding??!

3. How canthe GNA/DDOR Dbetter reflect the types of Transportation
Electrification investments identified in the draft Transportation
Electrification Framework and the legislative directives from AB 841(Ting),
Stats.2020,ch. 372)?2

4.How should ICA data and calculations be improved to enhanceaccuracy
and usefulnessfor distributed energy resourcesplanning, siting, and
interconnection, especially with respectto electrification load??2 Should the
Data Portal design beimproved to provide accesso data for multiple
stakeholdersin the DPP?24

5. What initial analysis is needed for the Commission to determine in Track 1,
Phase2, of this proceeding how bestto improve local engagementin utility
distribution planning?

21 SeeSection3.1and Appendix C in the draft Transportation Electrification Framework, Energy
Division Staff Proposal, February 2020,regarding the proposal for Utility strategic, long-term
Transportation Electrification Plans. Available at https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/zev _ and
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M326/K281/326281940.PDF

22 Statutes of 2020,Chapter 372(Ting) requires the Commission to adopt a policy that allows
certain customer-side costsassociatedwith installing electric vehicle infrastructure to be treated
ascommon-facility costsfor eachUtility, to be recovered from all ratepayers. Resolutions E-5167
and E-5168,asadopted on October 7,2021,approves the six Utilities’ requeststo establish new
electric vehicle infrastructure rules and associatedmemorandum accountsto track costs
associatedwith implementing AB 841.

23 The January 27,2021,Administrative Law Judge'sRuling on JointParties’Motion for an Order
RequiringRefinementso the Integration CapacityAnalysis directs Utilities to retain an
independent technical expert to review their data validation plans and efforts.

24 Data Portals hosted by the three utilities provide ICA, LNBA, Grid Needs
Assessment/Distribution Deferral Opportunity Reports, and other data to the public.
Confidentiality issueswere resolved pursuant to the December17,2018Ruling and

July 24,2018Ruling for R.14-08-013(A) The PG&E portal is available at
https://lwww.pge.com/en US/for-our-business-partners/distribution-resource-planning/distr
ibution-resource-planning-data-portal.page ; (B) the SDG&E portal is available at
https://www.sdge.com/more-information/customer-generation/enhanced-integration-
capacity-analysis-ica; and (C) the SCEportal is available at https://ltmdrpep.sce.com/drpep

-20 -


https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/zev
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M326/K281/326281940.PDF
https://www.pge.com/en_US/for-our-business-partners/distribution-resource-planning/distr%20ibution-resource-planning-data-portal.page
https://www.pge.com/en_US/for-our-business-partners/distribution-resource-planning/distr%20ibution-resource-planning-data-portal.page
https://www.sdge.com/more-information/customer-generation/enhanced-integration-capacity-analysis-ica
https://www.sdge.com/more-information/customer-generation/enhanced-integration-capacity-analysis-ica
https://ltmdrpep.sce.com/drpep

R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

Over the course of this proceeding, the Commission’s Energy Division has

held several public workshops. The record for this decision has beendeveloped

through the filing of comments in responseto issued rulings. The workshops,

rulings, and comment filings are provided in Table 5 below.

Table 5

Track 1, Phasel Activities and Record Development for this Decision

Date

Activity

December7, 2021

Workshop: Electrification Impacts Study ResearchPlan.

July 26,2022

Workshop: Data Portals Improvement.

March 9, 2023

Administrative Law Judges’Ruling Seeking Additional
Information from Investor-Owned Utilities on Their
Distribution Planning Process.

April 6,2023 Administrative Law Judge’sRuling Directing Responses
to Questions on Track 1 Phasel.

April 10,2023 Responsesto March 9, 2023Ruling filed by PG&E,
SDG&E, and SCE.

May 9, 2023 Administrative Law Judges’Ruling Setting a Workshop,
Admitting into the Record Part 1 of the Electrification
Impacts Study and ResearchPlan, and Seeking
Comments.

May 17,2023 Workshop: Findings and Recommendations of
Electrification Impacts Study and ResearchPlan, Part 1.

May 22,2023 Opening Comments on April 6,2023Ruling (Track 1,

Phasel Questions) filed by California Independent
System Operator (CAISO); Center for Biological
Diversity (CBD), The Climate Center, 350Bay Area,
Clean Coalition, Vote Solar,and SierraClub (CBD et al.);
Clean Coalition; Coalition of California Utility
Employees (CUE); Green Power Institute; Interstate
Renewable Energy Council, Inc. (IREC); Joint
Community Choice Aggregators (Joint CCAs);?> Public

25 Joint CCAs include SanDiego Community Power, Silicon Valley Clean Energy Authority,
SonomaClean Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy Authority, and SanJoseClean Energy

Authority.
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Table 5

Track 1, Phasel Activities and Record Development for this Decision

Date

Activity

Advocates Office of the Public Utilities Commission (Cal
Advocates); Microgrid ResourcesCoalition; PG&E;
SDG&E; SCE;and Utility Consumers’ Action Network
(UCAN).

June?2, 2023

Administrative Law Judges’Email Ruling Granting
[Utilities’] Requestfor Extension to [Electrification
Impacts Study] Comment Schedule.

Juneb, 2023

Reply Comments on April 6,2023Ruling (Track 1, Phase
1 Questions) filed by Advanced Energy United; CAISO;
Clean Coalition; Green Power Institute; IREC:; Cal
Advocates; PG&E; SDG&E; and SCE.

June 30,2023

Administrative Law Judges’E-mail Ruling Regarding a
SecondExtension to the Electrification Impacts Study
Comment Schedule.

July 14,2023 Opening Comments on May 9 Ruling (Electrification
Impacts Study Part 1 Question Setl) (asextended by
June2,2023ruling and June30,2023ruling) filed by Cal
Advocates; Clean Coalition; PG&E; SDG&E; and SCE.

July 28,2023 Opening Comments on May 9 Ruling (Electrification

Impacts Study Part 1 Question Set?2) (asextended by
June2,2023ruling and June 30,2023ruling) filed by 350
Bay Area; Cal Advocates; City of Long Beach;Joint
CCAs; Mainspring Energy, Inc.; PG&E; SDG&E; Sierra
Club; SCE;UCAN; Vehicle-Grid Integration Council;
and Vote Solar.

August 7,2023

Reply Comments on May 9 Ruling (Electrification
Impacts Study Part 1 Question Setl and Set?2) (as
extended by June2, 2023Ruling then June 30,2023
ruling) filed by 350Bay Area, CBD, and The Climate
Center (350Bay Area et al.); Cal Advocates; Green
Power Institute; Mainspring Energy, Inc.; PG&E;
SDG&E; SanJoseClean Energy Authority; SCE;UCAN;
and Vehicle-Grid Integration Council.
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Table 5

Track 1, Phasel Activities and Record Development for this Decision

Date

Activity

August 11,2023

Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling directing PG&E,
SDG&E, and SCEto respond to questions attached to
Ruling and allowing for replies by parties.

August 14,2023

Administrative Law Judge’sEmail Ruling High DER
Amended Scoping Memo Appendix A and Due Datesto
File Comments and Replies on Questions.

September13,2023

Opening Comments responding to questions from
Amended Scoping Memo (asextended by August 14,
2023Ruling) filed by PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE.

Septemberl15,2023

Reply Comments (Utility Responsesto Amended
Scoping Memo) (asextended by August 14,2023Ruling)
filed by Small BusinessUtility Advocates (SBUA).

September28,2023

Reply Comments (Utility Responsesto Amended
Scoping Memo) (asextended by August 14,2023Ruling)
filed by Clean Coalition; Joint CCAs; Local Government
Sustainable Energy Coalition; Protect Our Communities
Foundation; and Rural County Representativesof
California. 26

October 17,2023

Administrative Law Judges’Ruling Soliciting
Comments on Cal Advocates’ Distribution Grid
Electrification Model Study and Report (DGEM Study
and Report).

October 31,2023

Opening Comments on Cal Advocates’ DGEM Study
and Report filed by City of Long Beach,CA; Local
Government Sustainable Energy Coalition; PG&E; Sierra
Club; SCE;and UCAN.

November 7,2023

Reply Comments on Cal Advocates’ DGEM Study and
Report filed by Cal Advocates; Green Power Institute;

26 RCRCmembersinclude Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn,
Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Kings, Lake, Lassen,Madera, Mariposa, Mendocino, Merced, Modoc,
Mono, Monterey, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas, SanBenito, SanLuis Obispo, SantaBarbara,
Shasta,Sierra, Siskiyou, Solano, Sonoma, Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Tulare, Tuolumne, Yolo and

Yuba counties.
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Table 5

Track 1, Phasel Activities and Record Development for this Decision

Date

Activity

GRID Alternatives; SBUA; and Vehicle-Grid Integration
Council.

March 13,2024

Administrative Law Judges’Ruling SeekingComments
on Staff Proposal.

March 27,2024

Workshop: High DER Staff Proposal.

April 4,2024 Administrative Law Judges’Ruling Memorializing
Extension of Time to File Opening and Reply Comments
on Staff Proposal and Correcting Staff Proposal
Numbering Error.

May 28,2024 Opening Comments on March 13,2024Ruling (as

extended by April Ruling) filed by 350Bay Area; Cal
Advocates; CALSSA; CALSTART, Inc. (CALSTART);
Environmental DefenseFund with Natural Resources
DefenseCouncil (EDF/NRDC); Green Power Institute;
IREC; Leapfrog Power, Inc.; Local Government
Sustainable Energy Coalition; Long Beach;PG&E;
Powering America’s Commercial Transportation
(PACT); SCE;SDG&E; Tesla; The Utility Reform
Network (TURN);2” UCAN; Vehicle Grid Integration
Council; and Vote Solar.

June 18,2024

Reply Comments regarding March 13,2024Ruling (as
extended by April Ruling) filed by Advanced Energy
United (AEU); CALSTART; Cal Advocates; Clean
Coalition; EDF/NRDC; Green Power Institute; IREC;
Joint CCAs; Local Government Sustainable Energy
Coalition; PG&E; PACT; Rural County Representatives
of California (RCRC):SCE;SDG&E; SBUA; UCAN;
Voltera Power, LLC. (Voltera); and Weave Grid, Inc.

1.5. Submission Date

This matter was submitted on June18,2024upon the filing of Reply

Comments regarding the March 13,2024 Staff Proposal.

2TTURN filed their Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling on April 3,2024.
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1.6. Overview of Staff Proposal
The March 13,2024Administrative Law Judge’sRuling introduced the

Staff Proposal to addressthe challenge of integrating high levels of
transportation and building electrification into utility distribution planning. The
following sectionspresent the reasonsfor developing the Staff Proposal, the
objectives of the recommendations, and a list of the proposed recommendations.
Additional details are provided in the discussion portion of this decision.

1.6.1. Externalities Negatively Impacting
the Existing DPEP

Over the past 25years, California has experienced arelatively flat trend in
electricity usageacrossthe state due to state policies on energy efficiency and
rooftop solar. The Staff Proposal states,however, that California hasbegun to
encounter a historic changein load growth with transportation electrification
playing akey part along with building electrification and energy-intensive
sectorslike data centersand indoor cannabis cultivation. Notably, the Staff
Proposal highlights that the CAISO planned for a peak system demand of
approximately 65 gigawatts (GW) in 2040.However, asshown by the chart

below, this far exceedshistorical demand.
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Figure 228
CEC ForecastsShow Historical Shift in Load Growth, Beginning Around 2022°

California Peak Energy Demand Forecast (MW), High Demand
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Source2021CECIEPR DemandForecasthttps://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=241206

The Staff Proposal contends this impending load growth requires a more
robust and forward-looking DPEP.However, the Staff Proposal assertsthat
current utility processesand regulatory requirements may hinder the move
toward animproved DPEP.In the caseof PG&E, other extenuating
circumstances,such asprioritizing wildfire hardening, may further exacerbate
this hindrance. Theseexternal influences have also setthe underlying conditions
for an increasein customer energization delays, which led to the signing of SB

410and AB 50described above.

282 MW is the acronym for megawatt.

29 Staff Proposal at Figure 2-2: Historical Demand on the CAISO System.
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1.6.2. Proposed Improvements
Table 6 below lists the current issueswith the DPEP,the goal for the

proposals, and the proposals. Eachof the proposals is described in more detail in

Section 3 of this decision.

Table 6

DPEP Issues, Goals, and Proposals

DPEP Issue Issue Related Key
o Related Proposals
Category Description Goals
Key Goal 1: Use P.I‘OVIde flel>.<|.b|I|ty on Wh.ICh IEPR
IEPRdata asan vintage Ultilities canusein
. . the newest o .
input into . . distribution planning and
N available data in
Distribution C develop methodology for
. distribution . . :
Planning lannin incorporating newer IEPRInto
P g existing planning.
Key Goal 1: Utilities to improve method for
Improve the setting capson load growth from
method for IEPR data.
Reconcilihg creating load Up-to-date utility known load
system-wide IEPR | growth capsfrom | ,siect tracking and reporting
load forecasting IEPR forecasts. with the CEC.
and bottom-up
Planning circuit-level Key Goal 2: Allow | Allow Utilities to use bottom-up,
Process forecasting flexibility for known load data to determine
utilities to bring in | load growth.
reliable bottom-up
data when
available.
Key Goal 1: Utilities to createa “Pending
Improve mid-term | Loads” category in DPP.
(2-4 Years)load
Mid- and long- disaggregation.
term load Kev Goal 2: Utilities to improve forecasting
disaggregation y ' and disaggregation with scenario
Improve long-term lannin
(5-15Years)load P g
disaggregation. Utilities to improve
disaggregation methodology for
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Table 6

DPEP Issues, Goals, and Proposals

DPEP Issue
Category

Issue
Description

Related Key
Goals

Related Proposals

load growth currently basedon
economic modeling.

Coordination
and Planning

Medium- and
long-term load
disaggregation

Key Goal 1: Use
long term
forecasting to
proactively plan
for electrification.

Utilities to expand the DPP
forecasthorizon to align with the
IEPR and expand the planning
horizon to 10years (maintaining
the horizon for project deferral at
five years.)

Utilities to improve forecasting
and disaggregation with scenario
planning.

Utilities to improve
disaggregation methodology for
load growth basedon economic
modeling.

Key Goal 2:
Integrate the DPP
with other
distribution level
work .

Utilities to consider distribution
planning results when doing
other distribution work (i.e.,
integrated planning.)

Proposalsin gray cells above also
apply here.

strategies, such as

Key Goal 1: Utilities to createa “Pending
Reliable Bringing Loads” category in DPP.
anticipation of Transportation
Transportation | Transportation Electrification
Electrification | Electrification loads into
Growth loads that apply distribution
for energization planning early and
on short notice accurately, to the
extent feasible.
Delays and Impact of Kgy Qoal 1 Utilities. to develop bridging
L Utilities to develop | strategiesto better accommodate
Long distribution
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Table 6

DPEP Issues, Goals, and Proposals

DPEP Issue Issue Related Key
. Related Proposals
Category Description Goals
Energization capacity upgrades | temporary energization request that trigger
Timelines on customers distributed energy | distribution capacity work.
resources

placement or limits
on energy use as
bridging solutions
for energization
requeststhat
require

distribution
capacity projects.

Key Goal 2:
Improved tracking
of distribution
capacity project
execution and
related funding.

Include metrics to track project
execution in utility distribution
plan reporting.

Cost Recovery

Load growth
accelerationand
costrecovery
challenges

Key Goal 1:
Utilities can meet
funding needsfor
distribution
capacity work,
currently covered
by the framework
described in SB
410.

No Proposals, this is covered by
the costrecovery mechanismin
SenateBill 410,asdescribed
above.

Key Goal 2:
Provide More
Flexibility for
Utilities to Request
Distribution
Capacity Costsin
the GRC.

Provide more flexible inputs for
Utilities to requestdistribution
capacity costsin GRCs.
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Table 6

DPEP Issues, Goals, and Proposals

Modernization

distributed energy
resourcesand load
flexibility

Planning and
Project Execution
for Grid
Modernization.

DPEP Issue Issue Related Key
. Related Proposals
Category Description Goals
Key Goal 1: Utilities to prepare aload
Effective Prepare Utility flexibility DPP assessment.
Grid utilization of Distribution

Coordination and

Utilities to submit community

Key Goal 2:
Incorporating

engagementwith engagementplans that
gag ) Key Goal 1: g .g. P .
local and Tribal . . specifically address equity.
. Effective Utility
Community governments, - .
. . coordination with
Engagement planning agencies, local plannin
ESJcommunities, N P 9
entities.
and local
developers
Utilities to develop prioritization
methods beyond the current
Kev Goal 1 consideration of project need
_ €y ga ' dates.
Equity Proactively
Equit consideration in consider equity as | Utilities to submit community
quiy distribution apriority in engagementplans that
planning distribution specifically addressequity.
planning. -
Include metrics to evaluate
equity in Utilities’ distribution
plan reporting.
Key Goal 1: Utilities to develop prioritization
Improving project Improve methods beyond the current
prioritization prioritization consideration of project need
Project when the under constrained | dates.
Prioritization | prioritization is funding.
useful or
necessary
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Table 6

DPEP Issues, Goals, and Proposals

DPEP Issue Issue Related Key

Category Description Goals Related Proposals

equity
considerations into
prioritization.

Key Goal 3:

Prioritizing the
acceleration of
future projects.

In addition to the DPEP,the Staff Proposal also addressesconcernsrelated
to the data portals and ICA maps. The Amended Scoping Memo askshow ICA
data and calculations should be improved to enhanceaccuracy and usefulness
for distributed energy resourcesplanning and whether the portal design should
be improved to provide accesso data for multiple stakeholders. The Staff
Proposal developed two key goalsto addressthis scoping issue: 1) Enhance
usefulnessof the ICA asit relatesto accuracy, detail level and context; and
2) Improve design or usability of the ICA. The Staff Proposal contends there are
eight issues,with regard to the data portals and ICA maps, and provides eight
recommendations. Table 7 below lists the data portal and ICA issues,the related

key goal, and the recommendations.
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Table 7

Data Portal and ICA lIssues, Goals, and Proposals

Issue Issue Related Key
. Related Proposals
Category Description Goals
Data portal map Direct Utilities to add the
popups containing limiting criteria to data portal
ICA results map popup window displays of
currently do not Key Goal 1: ICA results.
include the type of | Enhance
limit that is Usefulness.

constraining
generation or load
hosting capacity

Data portal Require Utilities to remove
registration registration requirements.
requirements

Generation diminish the
accessibility and Key Goal 2:

and Load ICA : -
effectivenessof the | Increaseusability.
andData | o als by limitin
Portals P y g

the speedand ease
with which users
accesshe data.

Require all Utilities to usethe
15/15 rule.

Not all Utilities
usethe 15/1530
rule resulting in
more data
redaction.

Key Goal 2:
Increaseusability.

30The 15/15 rule requires that information in a data setmust be made up of at least

15 customers and any single customer’s load must be lessthan 15 percent of an aggregation
category. A July 24,2018Administrative Law JudgeRuling in R.14-08-013lirected Utilities to
use this rule to ensure data confidentiality while maintaining data transparency.
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Table 7

Data Portal and ICA lIssues, Goals, and Proposals

Issue
Category

Issue
Description

Related Key
Goals

Related Proposals

Generation
ICA and Data
Portals

Current ICA
results focus on a
minimum [ICA
value output,
which will not
enable future
calculations of
Limited
Generation
Profiles.

Key Goal 1:
Enhance
Usefulness

Modify ICA maps to enable
straightforward customer
creation of limited generation
profiles.

Current ICA maps
and
methodologies
focus on standard
generation profiles
and will not
enable
incorporation of
Limited
Generation
Profiles.

Key Goal 1:
Enhance
Usefulness

Modify ICA methodology to
make use of limited generation
profile application information.

Stakeholdersdo
not have accesso
certain
information to
compare ICA
results to
outcomes of
hosting capacity
and mitigation or
upgrade needs
assessments.

Key Goal 1:
Enhance
Usefulness

Require Utilities to createa new
report that includes ICA results
appended to current quarterly

Electric Rule 21 (Rule 21) report.
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Table 7

Data Portal and ICA lIssues, Goals, and Proposals

Issue Issue Related Key
. Related Proposals
Category Description Goals
Require Utilities to develop new
Potentially false reporting aimed at
zero load hosting understanding the frequency of
capacity results potentially erroneous zero Load
limit the optimal Key Goal 1: ICA values
use of the Load Enhance '
ICA mapsto Usefulness
identify existing
capacity on the
grid.
Load ICA And
Data Portals | Additional Require PG&E only to
resourcesor incorporate Load ICA results into
increased internal Utility energization
efficiency on the businessprocessesand publish
part 0 f Ut.|||t|es IS Key Goal 1: metrics.
required in order
Enhance
to addressthe
- Usefulness
anticipated
increasein the
volume of load
energization
applications.
2. Issues Before the Commission

This decision addressesand resolvesthe five issuesin Track 1, Phasel of

the Amended Scoping Memo, asdiscussed previously in Section1.4.Specifically,

this decision addressesthe Track 1, Phasel issuesand the legislative

requirements by considering whether to adopt the recommendations proposed

by Energy Division in the March 13,2024 Staff Proposal. In Table 8 below, this

decision presentsthe Staff Proposal recommendations to improve the current

DPEP and how eachrecommendation aligns with the Track 1, Phasel issuesand

the requirements of AB 50and SB410.
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Table 8

Staff Proposal Recommendations and
Associated Scoping Issue and Legislative Requirements of AB 50and SB 410

Recommendation
(Staff Proposal Recommendation No.)

Scoping Issue
Number
(from Table 3)

Legislation
and
Pub. Util.
Code Section

Commission to allow utilities to use bottom- 1.b AB 50
up, known load data to determine load 8933.5(c)(1)
growth. (3.3.1.) and SB410
§936(a)(1)and
8937(d)(1)
Utilities to improve method for setting capson 1.b AB 50
load growth from Integrated Energy Policy §8933.5(c)(1)
Report (IEPR) data. (3.3.2.) and SB410
8936(a)(1),
(a)(2)and
8937(d)(1)
Commission to provide flexibility on which 1.b AB 50
IEPRvintage utilities canusein distribution §8933.5(c)(1)
planning and develop method for and SB410
incorporating newer IEPR data into existing 8936(a)(1)and
planning. (3.3.3.) §937(d)(1)
Utilities to expand the DPP forecasthorizon to 1.b AB 50
align with the IEPR and expand the planning §8933.5(c)(1)
horizon to 10years (maintaining the horizon
for project deferral at 5years).(3.3.4.)
Utilities to improve forecasting and 1.b AB 50
disaggregation with scenario planning. (3.3.5.) 8933.5(c)(1)
and SB410
§936(a)(2)and
8937(d)(2)
Utilities to improve disaggregation 1.b AB 50
methodology for load growth currently based §8933.5(c)(1)
on economic modelling. (3.3.6.) and SB410
§936(a)(2)and
8937(d)(1)

-35-




R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs

PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

Table 8

Staff Proposal Recommendations and
Associated Scoping Issue and Legislative Requirements of AB 50and SB 410

Utilities to createa pending loads category in 1.b AB 50

the DPP. (3.3.7.) 8933.5(c)(1)
and SB410
8936(a)(1),
(a)(2)and
8937(d)(1)

Utilities to develop prioritization methods 1.b

beyond the current consideration of project

need dates. (3.3.8.)

Utilities to consider distribution planning la

results when doing other distribution work

(integrated planning). (3.3.9)

Utilities to develop bridging strategies(e.g. la SB410

flexible service connection) to better 8936(a)(2)

accommodate energization requeststhat

trigger distribution capacity work. (3.3.10.)

Utilities to prepare aload flexibility DPP 1.b

assessment(3.3.11.)

Commission to allow more flexible inputs for l.c SB410

utilities to requestdistribution capacity costs §937(d)1

in their GRC. (3.3.12.)

Utilities to submit community engagement 5 AB 50

plans that address equity. (3.3.13.) 8933.5(c)1,
(€)(2),(c)(3)
and
SB410
8936(a)(1),
(a)(2)and
8937(d)(1)

Utilities to deprioritize DIDF to free up 2and 3

stakeholder time. (3.4.3.)

Utilities to include metrics to evaluate equity 5

in utility distribution plan reporting. (3.4.4.)
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Table 8
Staff Proposal Recommendations and
Associated Scoping Issue and Legislative Requirements of AB 50and SB 410

Utilities to include metrics to track project 1b
execution in utility distribution plan
reporting. (3.4.5.)

Utilities to report up-to-date known load 1.b
project tracking to the CEC. (3.4.6.)
Utilities to facilitate better coordination and 2and 3

data sharing between the DPP and
transportation electrification planning. (3.4.7.)

Utilities to incorporate more detail of the 4
limiting criteria into ICA results in the data
portal access(5.3.1.)

PG&E and SDG&E to remove all registration 4
requirements for data portal access(5.3.2.)
Utilities to utilize the 15/15 rule, not the 4

15/100/15 rule, for decisions about data
redaction protecting individual customer
privacy for the ICA, GNA, and DDOR. (5.3.3.)

Utilities to modify ICA maps to enable 4
straightforward customer creation of limited
generation profiles (LGPs). (5.4.1.)

Utilities to modify ICA methodology to make 4
use of LGP application information . (5.4.2.)
Utilities to createanew report that includes 4

ICA results appended to the current Rule 21
quarterly interconnection report which allows
for a comparison between ICA values and the
guarterly interconnection timelines report.
(5.4.3)

Utilities to develop new reporting aimed at 4
understanding the frequency of potentially
erroneous zero load ICA values. (5.5.1.)

Utilities to incorporate load ICA results into 4
internal Utility energization business
processesand publish metrics. (5.5.2.)
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Table 8
Staff Proposal Recommendations and
Associated Scoping Issue and Legislative Requirements of AB 50and SB 410

Other miscellaneousICA usability and data 4
portal improvements, included in appendix A.
(6.1.)

3. Consideration of Staff Proposed Improvements
Below, this decision describeseachstaff proposed improvement, the

rationale for the improvement, related background information, party comment,
and the determination by the Commission asto whether to adopt, modify, or
deny the proposed improvement, basedon the record.

3.1. Allow Utilities to Use Bottom-up,
Known Load Data to Determine Growth 31

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal to allow Utilities to
use bottom-up known load data to estimate load growth. However, the proposal
is modified to define the term bottom-up data. This decision clarifies that reliable
bottom-up data is defined ascustomer energization requestsof known load but
may include sometypes of pending loads if evidence suggestssufficient
reliability, asdiscussedin Section3.7.4below. Furthermore, the record shows
that the customer energization request data should be transparent. Hence, this
decision requires Utilities to provide the data to be published for stakeholder
review.

3.1.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission allow Utilities to use

reliable bottom-up data to estimate total load growth in a given year, evenif it

exceedsthe forecastedload growth basedon the IEPR for that year. In years

31 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.1.
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without reliable bottom-up data, total growth should correspond to the forecast

amount and not be adjusted downwards.

3.1.2. Background and Rationale
According to the Staff Proposal, "bottom-up known load data, and other

similarly reliable near-term data on load growth, should be used to estimate load
growth at the circuit level in utility distribution planning when available.” 32
Further, the Staff Proposal contends that “using this reliable, near-term data
should not distort the use of IEPR forecastsin later years, asit currently doesin
all utility processes.®? As such, the Staff Proposal assertsthat “utilities should
not shift known load data to later yearsin order to adhere to the annual IEPR
forecast capacity allowance, as SCEhistorically has.”3*

The Staff Proposal referencesprevious comments from SCEthat
recommend a prior practice of reducing focus on disaggregation of a system
level forecastand increasing focus on bottom-up forecasting methodologies.3°
SCEstatesthat this has beenits practice for previous GRCsin order to align the
IEPRwith other known load in the early years of a forecastand medium-duty
and heavy-duty transportation electrification loads.3¢ Other parties
recommending the use of bottom-up forecasting include Clean Coalition, Green

Power Institute, and Joint CCAs.3’ The Staff Proposal assertsthat the use of

32 Staff Proposal at 66.
33 Staff Proposal at 66.
34 Staff Proposal at 66.
35 Staff Proposal at 66 citing to SCEOpening Comments to May 9, 2023Ruling at 24.
36 Staff Proposal at 66 citing to SCEOpening Comments to May 9, 2023Ruling at 24.

37 Staff Proposal at 66 citing Clean Coalition Opening Comments to May 9, 2023Ruling at 9,
Green Power Institute Opening Comments to May 9, 2023Ruling at 4, and Joint CCAs Opening
Comments to May 9, 2023Ruling at 6.
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bottom up known load that exceedthe annual IEPRIoad growth meets
requirement five of Pub. Util. Code §936(a)(1),which directs Utilities to consider
projections of load that exceedthe IEPR forecast3®

3.1.3. Party Comment
All commenting parties support this recommendation with certain parties

requesting clarifications or stipulations. 3° Specifically, Utilities support this
recommendation with PG&E requesting the recommendation be optional and
that the Commission clarify whether the bottom-up data can be a basisfor
project investment. 40

Severalparties propose definitions for reliable bottom-up data.
Cal Advocates recommends the Commission define reliable bottom-up data as
known load data provided in Utilities’ energization applications.*! Teslaprefers
that reliable bottom-up data not have a fixed definition beyond data that Utilities
have gathered that provide areasonably reliable prediction of expectedload on a
circuit. 2 SCErecommends that the bottom-up approach be defined at an

aggregated load data analysis at the structure level for eachcircuit. 43 Referencing

38 Staff Proposal at 64-65.

39 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4, EDF/NRDC Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15, Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024
Ruling at 8, PG&E Opening Comments to May 9, 2024Ruling at 5, PACT Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 8, Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4,
SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4, SCEOpening Comments to

March 13,2024Ruling at 15, TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9, and
TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2.

40 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.; SCEOpening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 15;and SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.

41 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.
42 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.
43 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
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AB 2700(McCarty), Stats.2022,ch. 354 EDF and NRDC take Cal Advocates’
definition astep further, proposing that reliable bottom-up data be defined as
customer requestsand energization plans aswell asthe data sourceslisted in
Pub. Util. Code §740.21(a)“fleet data produced by the Energy Commission
pursuant to Section25328of the Public ResourcesCode, and other available data,
to facilitate the readinessof their distribution systemsto support the level of
electric vehicle charging anticipated in its service territory.” % PACT recommends
expanding the data further to include load driven by regulatory compliance
including the California Air ResourcesBoard’s (CARB) Advanced Clean Truck
(ACT) and Advanced Clean Fleets(ACF) regulations, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) recently announced Greenhouse Gas Phaselll Final
Rule, and local requirements such asthe South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) Rule 2305pertaining to Warehouse Actions and Investments
to Reduce Emissions (WAIRE).#6 Taking a different approach, CALSTART
recommends the Commission require Ultilities to work with stakeholdersto
develop arobust bottom-up forecasting methodology for determining load
growth and include the development of a definition for reliable bottom-up data

aspart of that work. 47

44 AB 2700focused on transportation electrification and electrical grid upgrades, added § 740.21
to the Pub. Util. Code requiring (1) electrical corporations to (a) consider fleet data produced by
the California Energy Commission to ready distribution systemsto support anticipated
increasedelectrical vehicle charging; and (b) identify in GRCshow investments made will
support electric vehicle deployment; and (2) the Commission to review electrical corporation
proposals to meet the requirements of this section and ensure proposed investments are
consistentwith the goals and regulations identified in the section.

4SEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
46 PACT Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
4T CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.
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Cal Advocates and TURN urge the Commission to ensure that data is
transparent. Cal Advocates also requestssuch data be published for stakeholder
review and TURN highlights that any divergence from the IEPR must be
transparent and well justified, asmandated by D.18-02-004and SB41048

3.1.4. Commission Determination
Upon review of the record, the Commission finds it reasonableto adopt

the recommendation to allow Utilities to usereliable bottom-up data to estimate
total load growth in agiven year, even if it exceedsthe forecastedload growth
basedon the IEPR for that year. Further, this decision directs that, in years
without reliable bottom-up data, total growth should correspond to the forecast
amount and not be adjusted downwards. Thereis no opposition to this
recommendation. This decision finds this approach should result in a more
current and, thus, accurate assessmentof needsgiven that, asstated in the Staff
Proposal, the IEPR does not necessarily reflect current needsfor distribution
capacity.

Using bottom-up known load data and other similarly reliable near-term
load growth data is anticipated to result in a more accurate measurement and
placement of expectedload. Nevertheless, the Commission agreesthat an
adopted definition of reliable bottom-up data is neededto ensure clarity and
transparency. This decision adopts the definition recommended by Cal
Advocates: reliable bottom-up data is defined ascustomer energization requests.

The term, customer energization request,* is also referred to asknown load; the

48 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4 and TURN Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2 and 4.

49 The Commission considers a customer energization requestto be a complete application for
service that has beenreviewed by one of the Utilities.
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two terms are interchangeable. Even so,the Commission finds that the term,
customer energization requests,is explicit and, thus, easyfor stakeholders and
the public to understand.

Other parties suggesta broader definition of reliable bottom-up data. The
Commission finds that data regarding loads driven by regulatory compliance of
information are more appropriately included in the pending loads category
becausethese data are lesscertain and/or more ambiguous than customer
energization requests. Theseloads are in responseto regulatory compliance and
their preciselocation and timing are uncertain, making them lessreliable than
customer energization requests. The Commission, however, recognizesthe need
for proactive planning and the possibility that sometypes of pending load may
reliably anticipate load growth. In Section3.7.4below, this decision discussesa
processfor determining how some pending loads may be considered asreliable
bottom-up data. Additionally, data sourcessuch asthe CARB ACT and ACF
regulations, EPA’s Greenhouse GasPhaselll Final Rule,and SCAQMD WAIRE
rule are related to transportation electrification and may be considered in the
Transportation Electrification rulemaking. That proceeding is developing a
framework to produce aunifying setof inputs and assumptions that will be used
to inform the DPP .0

3.2. Require Utilities to Improve Method for Setting
Caps on Load Growth from Integrated Energy
Policy Report (IEPR) Data®!

As described below, this decision adopts the requirement for Utilities to

improve the method for setting capson load growth from the IEPR data but

50 Rulemaking 23-12-008 Assigned Commissioner’'s Scoping Memo and Ruling, April 12,2024at
3-4. https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M529/K525/529525879.PDF

51 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.2.
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specifiesthat Utilities should work with the CEC and Commission staff in
developing proposals for the method and accounting for discrepanciesbetween
the system and circuit level. The newly required collaboration will lead to amore
successfuloutcome. Utilities should discussthe proposals, including
implementation, in annual DPAG workshops or successorworkshops. Relatedly,
the record indicates that the objective of this recommendation should be the
accurate estimation of load growth, rather than avoiding underestimation.

3.2.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission direct Utilities to

submit Tier 2 Advice Letters describing how they will improve their methods for
setting capson load growth basedon the IEPR forecastsand other data.>? The
Staff Proposal suggestsboth near-term and long-term specifics. With respectto
near-term, the Staff Proposal recommends temporary but immediate adjustments
to account for differences between circuit-level peak loads and system-wide peak
loads; this is to represent the differences between current estimatesand actual
load growth. 53 As to long-term improvements, the Staff Proposal recommends
the advice letters describe how Ultilities will transition to using data from the
IEPRto ensure an understanding of system-wide and circuit-level peak loads.>*

3.2.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsthat the Utilities’ current method for applying

IEPR-basedcapacity forecaststo distribution planning canlead to an

underestimation of actual circuit peak loading acrossthe system.>® The Staff

52 Staff Proposal at 66.
53 Staff Proposal at 67.
54 Staff Proposal at 67.
55 Staff Proposal at 67.
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Proposal contends this can ultimately lead to underestimation of year-over-year
growth caps,which createsproblems in distribution forecasting and planning. ¢
The Staff Proposal recommends that Utilities move toward cap-setting methods
that do not underestimate load growth but, instead, make current load growth
estimatesrealistic.

3.2.3. Party Comment
Generally, most parties®’ support this recommendation, with SDG&E and

Teslaopposing it. SDG&E contends there is nho reasonto impose a cap on
forecastload growth, asthis could introduce unnecessarylimitations without
any clear benefit.>® SDG&E assertsthat the current processallows for use of a
load forecastthat differs from the IEPR,which also requires demonstration of
reasonablenessof deviation. > Telsaargues that setting load growth capsis
unnecessarygiven the variability in circuit load growth and misalignment
between IEPR forecastand circuits. However, Teslarecommends allowing for
adjustments to current methods to account for differences between circuit-level
peaks and system-wide peaks,in addition to IEPR and known load
discrepancies®® While PG&E supports the proposal, it expressesconcern
regarding the implications on GRCsand maintains an advice letter is

unnecessarysince the IEPR forecast could be used as a basisfor modelling. 62

56 Staff Proposal at 67.

STEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16; Cal Advocates Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15; SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling
at 15;and TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

58 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
59 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5-6.
60 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.

61 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.
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Relatedly, TURN and Cal Advocates question the objective of this
recommendation, contending that the focus should be accurate estimation of
load growth rather than avoiding underestimation. 8> TURN proposes that
Utilities not only look to avoid underestimates of need that could lead to service
delays but also avoid over-estimatesthat “justify harmful overspending leading
to underused, misplaced, and stranded investments.” 3 Noting that electrification
load growth may be atemporary issue, Cal Advocates agreeswith TURN and
submits that the Commission should also account for a future where load growth
has plateaued or begins to decrease®

Additionally, Cal Advocates contends that the time lapse between the
IEPR and distribution planning could lead to “caseswhere [Utilities] observe
changesin load shapesdue to customer behavior or technology changesin their
service territory.” 6 Cal Advocates maintains the Commission should require
Utilities to incorporate thesechanged load shapesin addition to IEPRload
shapes®® Utilities objectto this proposal. SCEand PG&E assertUrtilities generally
have Automated Metering Infrastructure data with actual load curves for these

customers 8’

62 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17-18and TURN Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

63 TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

64 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17-18.
65 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

66 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

67 SCEReply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2 and PG&E Reply Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 3.
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3.2.4. Commission Determination
This decision approves, with one modification, the recommendation to

require Utilities to submit Advice Letters proposing how they will improve their
methods for setting capson load growth basedon the IEPR forecastsand other
data. Utilities shall file Tier 3 Advice Letters. As described below, the
Commission agreeswith Cal Advocates and TURN that the objective of this
recommendation should be ensuring load growth estimatesare asaccurateas
possible, while ensuring that measuresto addressload growth are costeffective
and cost efficient for ratepayers.

The record of this proceeding indicates support for the recommendation,
to varying degrees.The Commission disagreeswith SDG&E'’s assessmentstated
above that the current processis sufficient, and an advice letter is unnecessary.
While the original intent of this proposal was to avoid underestimation of load
growth, the Commission agreeswith Cal Advocates and TURN that a broader
and longer-term focus on ensuring the accuracy of load growth. 68 The current
processof proposing different load forecastsis insufficient for this broader focus.
To ensure successthe Commission finds it reasonableto also require Utilities to
work with Commission staff, and staff from the CEC as proposed by SCE®in
developing proposals for cap setting methods.

In responseto this staff recommendation, Cal Advocates proposes Utilities
use IEPR hourly forecastsasthe basisfor developing their load curves.’® While

this decision does not adopt Cal Advocates’ proposal, the Commission agrees

68 SeeCal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19and TURN Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

69 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
70 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
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with the importance of ensuring that load curves are designed to accurately
estimate need. However, aspreviously described in the Staff Proposal, capacity
need is not directly comparable between the system and circuit level; hourly load
may similarly beincomparable.’ At the system level, it makes senseto develop
and plan for an averageload curve for eachload type. At the circuit level,
however, the real possibility of higher-than-average loading from any specific
electric vehicle charger on a specific circuit should also be taken into
consideration. Accordingly, the Commission declinesto adopt Cal Advocates’
proposal.

3.3. Allow Utilities Flexibility on Which IEPR Vintage
to Use in Distribution Planning and Direct
Utilities to Develop Method for Incorporating
Newer IEPR Data into Existing Planning 2

This decision adopts the recommendation to allow Utilities flexibility in
selecting a more recent IEPR vintage to usein their DPP. However, basedon the
record of the proceeding, this decision modifies the original recommendation to
eliminate the requirement for eachutility to provide an evaluation in the
upcoming DDOR of how the newest IEPR data can be incorporated into
distribution planning. As described below, the record indicates support for the
proposal at a high level but highlights limited ability to incorporate an IEPR
update into the ongoing DPP.

3.3.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission allow Utilities to

update the forecastused in distribution planning with an equivalent forecast

1 Staff Proposal at 36.

2 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.3.
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used from amore recent IEPR.”® The Staff Proposal also suggeststhat Utilities
should provide an evaluation of how to incorporate the newer forecastinto the
next DDOR. The evaluation should analyze the timing of such usein the DPP
and its effectiveness.The goal of this proposal is to use the newest and most

updated IEPR forecastsin the DPP.

3.3.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsthat the use of outdated IEPR forecastshasa

negative effect on distribution planning. ’# The Staff Proposal contends using
outdated IEPR forecastsshould be avoided and recommends improving
flexibility for using more recent forecasts.Acknowledging that review and
approval of growth forecastsmade sensewhen the Commission first adopted
DIDF, the Staff Proposal assertsthat Utilities’ requeststo use more recent
forecastsare normal and have never beendenied.

In previous filings, parties contend the use of older IEPR forecastsin the
DPP leading to issuesin the processand note this is especially true when
significant policy or other changesaffect the IEPR.”> SDG&E recommends a
processthat would allow Utilities to use an IEPR forecastthat is one year
newer.’®

3.3.3. Party Comment
No party expressesopposition to providing Utilities more flexibility on

selection of the IEPR vintage used in distribution planning. However, without

73 Staff Proposal at 68.
74 Staff Proposal at 68.

5 Staff Proposal at 67 citing PG&E Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 25and UCAN
Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 5.

76 Staff Proposal at 67 citing SDG&E Responseto March 9,2023Ruling at 9.
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providing any specifics, EDF/NRDC propose the Commission modify the
proposal to reflect AB 2700and, thus, Pub. Util. Code § 740.21requirements on
Utilities and the Commission.”’

Utilities eachexpressconcernregarding the feasibility of incorporating a
newer IEPR or IEPR update in an ongoing DPP. Recommending the Commission
adopt this asan option, PG&E “cautions that there is limited ability to actupon
IEPRupdates in atimely manner,” and assertsthat load forecasting is nearly
completed by the time the newest IEPRIs released’® SDG&E assertsthat there
are significant practical limitations to this proposal including “the amount of
time it takesthe CEC to assembleand processthe inputs for eachlEPR cycles,the
date by which the CAISO needsthe IEPR results for the CAISO’s annual
[Transmission Planning Process]and the date by which the utilities need the
IEPR results for their respective annual DPPs.””® SDG&E contends Utilities
already have flexibility to use aforecastdifferent from the most current IEPR
vintage.89 While conceding use of the most recent IEPR forecastwould be ideal,
SCEmaintains that using any IEPR forecastor update releasedlater than the end
of October 2024cannot be incorporated in the current planning cycle 8

3.3.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the recommendation to provide Utilities the

flexibility to use a more recent IEPR vintage in distribution planning but does not

require Utilities to usethe most recent IEPR forecastor update. The Commission

"TEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 18.
8 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7-8.

9 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.

80 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.

81 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.
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recognizesthe difficulties in using a newer IEPRin the DPP asthis would require
a significant rework of multiple processesacrossmultiple agencies,asindicated
above by Utilities. In addition, asnoted by SCEin its comments, “the limits of the
current IEPR forecastare addressedby allowing utilities to augment the forecast
with more recentinformation, such aslocal load growth applications and early
customer insights.” 82 Accordingly, the decision eliminates any requirement to
include an evaluation, in the upcoming DDOR report, of how the newest IEPR
data can be incorporated into distribution planning.

3.4. Require Utilities to Expand the DPP Forecast
Horizon to Align with IEPR and Expand the
Planning Horizon to 10 Years?®3

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to
extend distribution planning forecasthorizons to a minimum of 13years and
extend their planning horizon to a minimum of 10years. However, asdiscussed
below, the record shows that applying this requirement to line section analysis
would require greater precision, leading to greater costs.Accordingly, Utilities
will maintain the current three-year horizon for line section analysis.

3.4.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

extend distribution planning forecasthorizons to a minimum of 13years and
extend their planning horizon to aminimum of 10years®8* The Staff Proposal
explains that the GNA, DDOR, and any related reports should include at leasta
13-yearforecastwith planned projects for the subsequent10years. However, the

Staff Proposal statesthat a full power flow analysis doesnot needto be

82 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.
83 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.4.
84 Staff Proposal at 69.
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conducted beyond the first five years. Instead, Utilities can evaluate thermal
capacity needsthrough other simplified means.

3.4.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsUtilities already forecastand plan beyond the

typical horizon. 8 Further, the Staff Proposal contends that with increased
electrification —including large loads that canlead to acute local capacity
constraints—there is a need to plan for electric loads and associatedsubstation
expansion and new construction, further out in the future. 8 Finally, the Staff
Proposal maintains that alonger forecastand planning horizon will allow for
better integration between distribution capacity work and other distribution
work. &7

Previous party comments indicate support for extending the forecastand
planning horizon. Utilities propose longer forecast horizons.8 Also supporting a
longer forecasthorizon, Cal Advocates assertsthat a 10-year planning horizon is
inconsistent with state policy goals®

3.4.3. Party Comment
There is no consensusamong Utilities on this proposal. SCEsupports

extending the forecasthorizon to 13yearsto align with the IEPR forecasthorizon

and advocatesfor the company’s current planned expansion timeline of 2026°

85 Staff Proposal at 69.
86 Staff Proposal at 69.
87 Staff Proposal at 69.

88 Staff Proposal at 68-69citing PG&E Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 8, SCE
Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 8, and SDG&E Opening Comments to
April 6,2023Ruling at 6.

89 Staff Proposal at 69 citing Cal Advocates Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 7.
90 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
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PG&E supports aligning the forecasthorizon with the IEPR forecasthorizon and
expanding the planning horizon to 10years for banks and feedersbut argues that
expanding the planning horizon for line sectionsrequires greater precision.!
SDG&E opposesextending the planning horizon from five to 10years,
contending such an undertaking would demand “substantial resources” such as
“additional computing power and time.” %2 Acknowledging the need to identify
long-lead time infrastructure addition needs,such asthose for substation
expansion and new substations, SDG&E maintains the company “already
identifies the needs.”™3 SDG&E arguesthat given that long-term planning is
already occurring,” there is no need for a 10-yearplanning horizon. %

With respectto other parties, EDF/NRDC, AEU, PACT, and CALSTART
all support this proposal, with EDF/NRDC and AEU suggesting that the
Commission extend the horizons even further. %

3.4.4. Commission Determination
This decision first clarifies that there are two horizons being discussedin

this proposal, the DPP forecasthorizon and a Utility’s planning horizon. As
described in the Staff Proposal, for distribution planning purposes, the DPP
forecasthorizon is how far into the future the IEPRis analyzed to identify grid

needs?® The IEPRitself has a forecasthorizon of 15years. The Staff Proposal

91 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

92 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.
9 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.
94 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

9% EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17;EDF/NRDC Reply
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4-5; AEU Reply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling

at 4-5;PACT Reply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4; and CALSTART Reply Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.

9 Staff Proposal at 10.
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describesa planning horizon ashow far into the future aworkplan is createdto
addressthe specific deficiencies identified basedon the forecastedload growth.
Further, the Staff Proposal explains that Utilities eachhave different planning
horizons according to how long they anticipate different levels of grid upgrades
to take.®’

This decision adopts the staff recommendation to expand the DPP forecast
horizon to aminimum of 13yearsto align with the IEPR.With respectto the
utilities’ planning horizon, this decision expands the planning horizon to
10years. The Commission determines that a 10-year planning horizon
reasonably balancesthe needto look further in the future with the potential costs
of alonger planning horizon (e.g, 20years). The Commission also finds that a
10-yearplanning horizon is currently available through the IEPR forecast. The
IEPR doesnot currently publish a 20-yearforecast, creating a challenge for
expanding the forecastor planning horizon to that extent.

Given the record of the proceeding, however, the Commission finds it
reasonableto exclude the applicability of this requirement to line sections.The
Commission acknowledges both SDG&E’s and PG&E’s concernsregarding the
increased costsresulting from the needed precision for line section analysis.?®
The Staff Proposal suggestedthat, for this proposal, Utilities “do not need to
conduct afull power flow analysis to evaluate all grid needsbut can simply
evaluate thermal capacity needsby assigning load growth to specific circuits,
substation banks, and other key assets,or use another simplified method at their

own discretion.” °© The omission of line sectionsis consistent with this direction.

97 Staff Proposal at 48.
98 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
99 Staff Proposal at 68.

-54 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

To ensure transparency, Utilities shall provide adescription of the thermal
capacity evaluation methodology in the annual GNA report.

3.5. Require Utilities to Use Scenario Planning to
Improve Forecasting and Disaggregation 100

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal requiring Ultilities to
improve forecasting and disaggregation with scenario planning. However, based
on concernsregarding alack of technical capability to implement scenario
planning asproposed in the staff recommendation, the Commission concludes
that it is reasonableto make the following five modifications to the original
proposal: (1) eliminate the requirement to implement scenariosprior to the
stakeholder workshop; (2) specify the objectives and requirements for scenario
planning; (3) specify the objectives and requirements for the mandated
stakeholder workshop; (4) require Utilities to submit a framework for
iImplementing scenario planning in the 2025-2026DPP cycle; and (5) specify the
method for making changesto the scenario planning framework.

3.5.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission direct Utilities to

conduct forecastscenario planning in the DPP forecastand report the results in
the GNA. 191 The Staff Proposal proposes a grid needsforecastwith adjustments
to createboth alow and high forecastscenario19?To transition from the current
single forecast planning to the use of scenarios,the Staff Proposal recommends
the Commission require Utilities to host a workshop with stakeholders to discuss

barriers and feasibility of the scenario-basedplanning process,which would be

100 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.5.
101 Staff Proposal at 71.
102 Staff Proposal at 71.
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followed by the submission of a Tier 2 Advice Letter identifying the transition
stepsand timeline. 103

3.5.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsthe use of forecastscenarioswill provide a better

picture of the likelihood that forecastgrid needswill occur, especially for later
forecastyears.1%4 Further, the Staff Proposal contends that assessmentf the
likelihood of grid needsactually occurring canbe used in integrated planning
and project prioritization. 105

In previous comments, PG&E and SCEexpressedsupport for sensitivity
analysis or scenariosto varying degrees.PG&E supports sensitivity analysis in
the DPP forecastfor inclusion in future GNA. However, PG&E statesthat results
will be provided in one setof solutions and will not be reported in the DDOR.1%
SCEsupports limited incorporation of scenariosthat consider high unaccounted-
for Transportation Electrification loads.l°” However, SDG&E opposesadditional
scenarios,calling the work overly intensive and contending that local demand is
already captured by known load.1%8

3.5.3. Party Comment
Parties support this recommendation to varying degrees.

Utilities cautiously support scenario planning in theory, with SDG&E

opposing its requirement. Contending first that it would not be feasible to

103 Staff Proposal at 71.

104 Staff Proposal at 71.

105 Staff Proposal at 71.

106 Staff Proposal at 70 citing PG&E Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 4.
107 Staff Proposal at 70 citing SCEOpening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 7.

108 Staff Proposal at 70 citing SDG&E Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 4.
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implement this recommendation in time for the 2024-2029PP cycle, SDG&E
maintains scenario planning would “add a significant strain to an already
demanding DPP cycle.”1%° SDG&E criticizes the subjective nature of the scenarios
and the lack of processdetails provided in the Staff Proposal.t'® Pointing to the
additional and significant technical and policy complexity, SCEalso seeksfurther
Commission guidance with more stakeholder input. * However, SCE
encouragesthe Commission to “affirm nowthat this general conceptis
reasonable,” and advocatesfor the creation of a single “least regrets” investment
scenario asone of the most critical aspectsof the transition to scenario
planning. 112 Also asking for additional details from the Commission, PG&E
reiterates its request to not require forecasting scenario planning for line sections,
but only for banks and feeders113

Other parties!!* echosupport for this staff recommendation with
Cal Advocates and CALSTART encouraging the opportunity for stakeholder
input on the methodology. **> CALSTART encouragesthe use of bottom-up
forecasting with stakeholder input versus top-down disaggregation

approaches!'6 Cal Advocates suggeststhe use of DPAG workshops asavenue

109 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8-9.
110 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9-10.
111 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16-17.
112 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
H3PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.

14 Seefor example, Vote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2; EDF/NRDC
Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19;and TeslaOpening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 10.

HSCALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.
18 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.
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for stakeholder input for forecastscenario planning or other workshops asan
improved way to facilitate stakeholder engagement!’

3.5.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the use of scenarioplanning in the DPP. However, as

discussed below, the Commission finds that the technical and policy
complexities warrant aone DPP cycle delay in implementation. Further, the
Commission agreesthat additional technical clarifications and details are
needed. Hence, this decision provides certain details but requires that other
details be determined through the stakeholder workshop and subsequentadvice
letter process.

Party concernsregarding the proposal to use scenario planning in the DPP
focus primarily on the significant complexity involved, '8the lack of detail in the
proposal,**®and, in the caseof SDG&E, a concernregarding the amount of time
and resourcesneeded?° Theseconcernsdo not dissuade the Commission from
conveying a commitment to use scenario planning in the DPP. As argued by
SCE,“[rlJunning multiple scenarioscan have great benefits to analyzing and
understanding [distributed energy resource] adoption and customer
behavior.” 121 The Commission agrees.However, basedon the comments from
both SCEand SDG&E, it is clear there is significant complexity involved aswell

aslimited resourcesto implement scenario planning in the immediate future.

117 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 21-22.
118 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16-18.

119 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16 and SDG&E Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 9.

120 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
121 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
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The Commission also agreesthat additional clarification and details are
necessary.Accordingly, this decision delays the implementation of the use of
scenarioplanning in the DPP to the 2025-2026DPP cycle, asfurther described
below.

The Staff Proposal recommends a stakeholder workshop to discuss
scenario planning. 122 As parties have conveyed the need to provide for more
stakeholder input for a change of this magnitude, 1>3the Commission seesan
opportunity to usethis workshop (and additional workshops, asneeded)asthe
developmental step of this proposal, instead of asan educational or
informational step. Hence, the workshop will be held during the first quarter of
2025and will be used to assistUtilities in the development of scenario planning.
While Utilities shall present at the workshop as subject matter experts, the
Commission’s Energy Division will host and facilitate the workshop. The
objectives of the workshop are to: (1) discussthe barriers and plans to transition
the DPP to a scenario-basedprocessin which multiple scenarioscan be
performed to evaluate the impact of different levels of demand, distributed
energy resource adoption, and customer behaviors; (2) determine how to
integrate the various scenariosinto a single investment plan, and (3) develop an
implementation plan for scenarioplanning. In exploring eachof theseitems,
workshop participants shall account for ratepayer costsand affordability.

As previously stated, the scenario planning recommendation requires

additional clarification and details. Parties discussed several technical concerns

122 Staff Proposal at 70.

123 SeeSCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16 and SDG&E Opening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

-59 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

such asthe burden level of running multiple scenariosfor power flow analysis,!?
the specifics of the investment plan,'?°>the purpose of scenarios;?¢and

guardrails. 12’ Parties also had varying ideas on how scenarioscan be created and
used.

First, this decision clarifies that the results of the scenariosshall be used to
inform a single investment plan but that results are not required to be identified
in all scenariosin order to beincluded in the investment plan. The Commission
notesthat CALSTART's proposed scenario approachesthat consider
transportation electrification tools may be addressedin the transportation
electrification proceeding.t?® Further, SCE’sproposal for incremental investment
is overly ambitious for this first iteration of scenario planning. 2° What these
ideas confirm, however, is the needto consider a processfor modifying the
scenarioplanning framework in the future while not losing sight of potential
costsfor included scenarios.

With theseneedsin mind, the workshop will be used to also discussand
develop responsesto the following technical aspects,at a minimum: (1) the
number of scenariosUtilities should annually run in their DPP and the purpose
of these scenarios;(2) whether scenarioscould or should be combined; (3) the
selection processfor scenariosand selection flexibility for Utilities; (4) the

appropriate forecastelementsto beincluded in the scenarios;(5) coordination of

124PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.
125 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
126 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
127SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
128CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9-11.
129 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
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scenario planning with pending loads in the current DPEP cycle and in future
cycles;(6) coordination of scenario planning with the Transportation
Electrification rulemaking; (7) development of a single investment plan basedon
multiple scenario outcomes; (8) Utility flexibility and processto identify
incremental grid investments to the basescenario (i.e, scenariobasedon IEPR
forecast) and the identification of predefined load metrics to trigger incremental
load investments; (9) guardrails needed for use of scenariosin the development
of asingle investment plan; (10)a future process,if necessary,to modify the
scenarioplanning framework and (11) how cost considerations should be
factored into the scenario planning process.

Following the workshop or workshops, Utilities shall jointly submit a
Tier 3 Advice Letter that (1) summarizes the workshop; (2) identifies the
outcomes of the workshop; (3) proposes a framework for implementation of
scenario-basedplanning; and (4) identifies the stepsto be taken to facilitate the
transition to using scenariosand atimeline for using them in the 2025-2026DPP
cycle. Ultimately, Utilities shall develop scenario planning capabilities that
enablethem to: (1) analyze multiple forecasts;(2) identify capacity deficiencies
for eachscenarioand report them in the annual GNA; and (3) develop one
investment plan informed by the multiple scenariosand reported in the DDOR
or successofrfiling.

Cal Advocates proposes that the Commission require Utilities to solicit
stakeholder input on scenario planning annually in the DPAG workshops.13°The
Commission agreesthat annual stakeholder input is valuable and promotes

transparency in the DPP. Stakeholder input should be provided in scenario

130 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 21.
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planning, on an annual basis,in both the Distribution ForecastingWorking
Group to explain the proposed scenariosand the DPAG workshop to explain
how the scenario outcomes influenced the investment plan.13?

3.6. Require Utilities to Improve Disaggregation
Methodology for Load Growth 132

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to
improve disaggregation methodology for load growth. However, the
Commission finds the proposed timeline doesnot provide adequatetime for
implementation. Accordingly, this decision modifies the timeline for
implementation from the 2025GNA to the 2027GNA in the 2026-2027
distribution planning cycle. As discussedbelow, an implementation delay allows
time for modeling efforts.

3.6.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

submit plans for improving load and distributed energy resources
disaggregation in later forecastand planning years.!3 The Staff Proposal
recommends that the Tier 2 Advice Letter submission propose specific
improvements for implementation in the 2025GNA and consider modeling
thermal capacity constraints using statistical methods to approximate the

probability that future load growth may lead to grid needs?!34

131 SeeSCEOpening Comments to the Proposed Decision at iv, 8, A-4.
132 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.6.

133 Staff Proposal at 72.

134 Staff Proposal at 72.
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3.6.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsthat there is no reliable way to determine the

exactpremise, circuit, or substation where new load or distributed energy
resourceswill appear in later forecastyears.!3® The Staff Proposal explains that,
in forecasting future load to determine where upgrades are needed, Utilities
currently disperse forecastedload among circuits using economic modeling even
though new load often appearsin large discrete amounts at specific locations on
the grid. 136 The Staff Proposal assertsthat methods currently exist to randomly
model this situation, and that requiring such methods, coupled with reliable
mid- and long-term load forecastand disaggregation to allow for better
integration with other distribution work, would improve integration with other
distribution work.

3.6.3. Party Comment
Tesla,EDF/NRDC, Cal Advocates, and RCRCgenerally support the staff

recommendation, with Cal Advocates requesting additional stakeholder input. 37
Utilities have differing opinions on the recommendation. PG&E contends the
Staff Proposal does not justify the move from power flow modeling to

Monte Carlo simulations. PG&E arguesthat the company already “uses a variety
of disaggregation methods” and that establishing a “new processto approve
specific methodologies is unnecessaryand will hinder innovation.” 138 Similarly,

SDG&E maintains that developing new methods to improve load and distributed

135 Staff Proposal at 72.
136 Staff Proposal at 72.

137 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11; EDF/NRDC Opening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 19; Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling
at 23;and RCRC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.

138 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 10.
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energy resourcesdisaggregation requires “extensive analysis, modeling, and
coordination efforts,” which leads to increaseduse of resourcesand “potentially
diverting resourcesfrom other critical projects or initiatives.” 3 SDG&E asserts
that there is no logic or benefit in mandating Utilities to submit plans to enhance
disaggregation methodologies when such efforts are ongoing and evolve over
time.140 At the other end of the spectrum, SCEagreesthat improved
disaggregation methodologies, including a probabilistic study, have value. SCE
supports revising its current methodology for statistical modeling in afashion
similar to that of the Staff Proposal, along with the filing of an Advice Letter.14!

3.6.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the recommendation to require Utilities to improve

disaggregation methodologies for load growth and distributed energy resources
but delays implementation to the 2027GNA and the 2026-202DPP cycle. Many
parties support the addition of probabilistic modeling for long-term scenarios!4?
To balanceconcernsby PG&E and SDG&E regarding any negative impact
iImplementing such modeling would have on higher priority work, the
Commission finds it reasonableto delay the timeline for implementation by two
yearsto the 2026-2027DPP cycle. This will enable Utilities time to consider other
methodologies, including probabilistic modeling, and time to prepare for
actualization of theseideas. Given the staff recommendation focuseson the later

years of the forecast, Utilities will be able to prioritize urgent and near-term

139 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 10.
140 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
141 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

142 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11; EDF/NRDC Opening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 19;and SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 18.
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work, alleviating the concernby SDG&E of negative impacts of this proposal on
other priorities. To track progresstoward improved disaggregation in the
interim, Utilities shall report annually in the GNA on the development of
advanced disaggregation methodologies and present these at the annual
Distribution ForecastWorking Group workshops or successorworkshops. There
IS no intention of creating a “new processto approve specific methodologies” as
previously described by PG&E.1*3 Rather, this servesasa singular directive for
Utilities to improve disaggregation for load growth and distributed energy
resourceswithout the requirement for any specific disaggregation methodology.

3.7. Require Utilities to Create a Pending Loads
Category in the DPP44

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to createa pending
loads category in the DPP. Basedon party comments, however, the Commission
modifies the proposal to add the following specificity: (1) adoption of a
requirement that pending loads be reported in the GNA/DDOR or successor
reports; (2) adoption of a requirement that Utilities submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter
updating the Commission on the accuracy and usefulness of pending loads data;
(3) adoption of the agendadetails for the pending loads workshop; (4) adoption
of aprovision to allow certain categoriesof pending loads to exceedthe IEPR;
and (5) replacement of the advice letter informing the Commission of changesin
the pending loads category with an annual report in the GNA/DDOR or
successorreports, aswell asthe DPAG or successorworkshop. The justification

for adoption of and modifications to this staff proposal is provided below.

143PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 10.

144 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.7.
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3.7.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

develop and implement a pending loads category in their DPP that would be
informed by existing coordination efforts, planning programs, and an
aggregation of publicly available information. Explaining that pending loads are
lesscertain than a known load (e.g, a customer request for service) but more
certain than economic disaggregation of the IEPR forecastbasedon trends, the
Staff Proposal assertsthat creating a pending loads category will inform scenario
planning and increaseutility awarenessof where loads will likely appearin the
mid-term years (i.e.,year two through year five) of the DPP.

With agoal of balancing the reliability of current information with the
importance of proactive planning and investment, the Staff Proposal also
recommends requiring a utility-facilitated public workshop to discusstwo
objectives: (1) how to gather energization plans from customers;and (2) how to
formalize a processto utilize energization plans to plan and build infrastructure
in advance of energization requests,while being mindful of costconsiderations
and impacts to ratepayers. Following the workshop, Utilities would be directed
to submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter (Pending Loads Implementation Advice Letter)
proposing the method for developing the pending loads category and
incorporating the category into the DPP, defining the types of information
considered in the pending loads category and the general criteria applied to each
category, and discussing the risk of pending loads that do not materialize and
how to mitigate the risk. As described in the Staff Proposal, the advice letter
would alsoinclude aworkshop report and a description of how information

gathered from the workshop influenced the proposal.
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3.7.2. Background and Rationale
In previous comments filed in this proceeding, SCEdescribed their

method of ranking the certainty of known load, which they useto prioritize the
timing of distribution upgrade projects.!#> Additionally, several parties
commented on advancementsused in the forecasting of Transportation
Electrification loads.'*¢ Theseare the foundation of the pending loads category.
The Staff Proposal contends that the use of a pending loads category in the
DPP will addressthe decreasein known load during the mid-term years of the
DPP horizon, which occurs becausecustomers often do not submit service
requeststo utilities far in advance of their need.!*’ The Staff Proposal explains
that when disaggregating forecastedload to specific locations on the grid,
Utilities use known load and economic modeling. Known load data is basedon
existing energization requests,and economic modeling is basedon general
trends and economic and demographic characteristicsto estimate load growth. 148
Further, the Staff Proposal maintains that while known load hasa high level of
certainty in the first year of the forecast, this certainty declines due to uncertainty
by customers. Asserting that a pending loads category provides greater certainty
than economic modeling, the Staff Proposal contends this category would
represent aresponseto early engagementfrom customers and proactive

forecasting to identify least-regretsdistribution system upgrades. The Staff

145 Staff Proposal at 73 citing SCE’'s2023GNA andDDOR at 40 and the 2023Independent
Professional Engineer Final IPE PostDPAG Repot at 10.

146 Staff Proposal at 73 citing CUE Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 2; PG&E
Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 23;Joint CCAs Opening Comments to
April 6,2023Ruling at 11;and Clean Coalition Opening Comments to April 6,2023Ruling at 21.

147 Staff Proposal at 76.
148 Staff Proposal at 76.
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Proposal maintains that in addition to greater certainty, the pending loads
category would fill the gap between applications for service at specific locations
that are underway and trend-based dispersed load growth acrossthe system.14°
Additionally, the Staff Proposal submits that the use of a pending loads
category would addressdirectives in SB410and AB 50. First, becausethe
iImplementation of a pending loads category would improve the DPP process,
adopting this recommendation would meetthe directive of Pub. Util. Code
8§ 936(a)(1)that requires the Commission to direct utilities to make several
considerations in their annual DPPsincluding projections of load. Second,this
recommendation, if adopted, would also meet the directive of Pub. Util. Code
8 936(a)(2)that requires the Commission to direct utilities to adopt and
implement plans that meet Pub. Util. Code § 936(a)(1).Third, if adopted, this
recommendation would improve the accuracy of projected demand and facilitate
timely electric service,asrequired by Pub. Util. Code §933.5(c)(1).

3.7.3. Party Comment
With the exception of SDG&E, parties commenting on this proposal

support its adoption but recommend further implementation details.>°Below is
a brief overview of eachparty’s comments on this proposal, beginning with
SDG&E’s opposition.

SDG&E contends that introducing a new pending loads category is
unnecessaryas SDG&E is already undertaking efforts to enhanceits
understanding of where future loads are likely to occur. SDG&E contends that in

combination with customer engagement,these efforts are “expected to provide

149 Staff Proposal at 76.
150 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
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increasingly reliable projections of location-specific load additions in the outer
years of the planning horizon.” 151 SDG&E maintains this proposal will add
administrative overhead to the DPP with no benefit.1?

Cal Advocates supports the use of a pending loads category but
recommends that pending loads be within the IEPR growth cap becauseof
uncertainty. 1> To maximize the likelihood of load materializing where and when
the pending load is forecasted, Cal Advocates proposes the adoption of
guardrails and requirements specific to the method used to estimate pending
loads.>* Cal Advocates contends these guardrails and requirements should focus
on minimizing the risk of building in areaswhere load will not materialize, thus
protecting ratepayers.t>> Supporting the inclusion of aworkshop to develop the
pending loads category, Cal Advocates questions how stakeholders will provide
feedback on the methodology and implementation. Cal Advocates also
recommends the Commission provide time for substantive and thorough
feedback on the pending loads methodology. 156

Supporting the creation of a pending loads category, CALSTART
recommends the following: (1)inclusion of arobust bottom-up forecasting

approach; (2) an evaluation of whether pending loads are reliable and can justify

151 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
152 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
153 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
154 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.
155 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.
156 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.

- 69 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

exceedingthe IEPRIoad growth cap;and (3) consideration in the workshop of
how Ultilities can ensure efficient exchangeof information with customers.t>’

EDF/NRDC maintain that a pending loads category will capture system
needsdriven by end-use electrification such asmedium- and heavy-duty
vehicles .58 Cautioning that a pending loads category should not be a back door
for Utilities to make unnecessaryinvestments, EDF/NRDC recommends the
Commission look at the use of the pending loads category in least-regretsareas,
environmental justice areas,and high-priority zones?®°® Further, EDF/NRDC
highlights a significant overlap between this proposal and the Order Instituting
RulemakingRegardingTransportationElectrificationPolicy and Infrastructure
(Rulemaking 23-12-008)and recommends coordination efforts between the
two. 160 Relatedly, EDF/NRDC contends that AB 2700,requires more
fundamental changesto the DPEP than those envisioned under the Staff
Proposal and, therefore, the IEPRis no longer the only input to DPPsand
GRCs16!

Joint CCAs contend that creating a pending loads category is likely a
worthwhile exerciseonly if identifying pending loads helps Utilities identify

necessarydistribution upgrades and reduces energization timelines. 2 Joint

157 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
S8EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
IS9EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 21.
180EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
1EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2.

162 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
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CCAs suggestthat the required advice letter provide details on the method for
incorporating pending loads into DPP 163

Also supporting this proposal, PG&E statesthat the creation of a pending
loads category offers away to include information in the planning forecastabout
likely load growth. In creating the pending loads category, PG&E proposesthe
Commission develop atool to measurethe level of confidence that the load will
materialize. PG&E also recommends that the source of pending loads
information should be recorded. Suggesting that such information could be
obtained via incorporating local planning knowledge and community
engagement, PG&E cautions that difficulties may exist in providing such
information to third parties due to the confidential nature of the information. 164
With respectto more regulatory issues,PG&E assertsthat to implement a
pending loads category, the company will need authorization in order to justify
project investment in its GRC 165

PACT supports requiring Utilities to include loads driven by various
compliance requirements including EPA Greenhouse GasPhaselll Final Rule
and local requirements such asthe SCAQMD WAIRE.166PACT also urges the
Commission “to rely more extensively on vehicle telematics data from today’s
conventional fleets and GIS data on the locations of freight distribution depots,

instead of customer surveys.” 167

163 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8-9.
164 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.

165 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.

166 PACT Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
17PACT Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9.
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SCEagreesthat pending loads are “uncertain but likely loads in yearstwo
to four of the forecast,” and agreeswith extending such a category to year ten of
the forecastto incorporate loads identified in an implemented Freight
Infrastructure Plan (FIP).268169 Opposing both limiting pending loads to least-
regrets areasand preventing them from exceedingthe annual IEPR cap, SCE
assertstheseactions would contradict the purpose of pending loads to assesshe
needsof incrementally more load growth and render pending loads less
useful.170

Having implemented a certain level of pending loads in the Transportation
Electrification Grid Readinessanalysis and in prior DPP cycleswith the Electric
Vehicle Vendor Forecast,SCEanticipates significant changesin its planning
processwhen fully implementing pending loads assuggestedin the Staff
Proposal.l’t SCEproposesthe following risk mitigations to prevent investing in
upgrades for loads that do not materialize: 1) focus on locations with the highest
transportation electrification growth potential and lowest grid availability and
expandability; (2) incorporate approved government and city plans ashigh
confidence pending loads into grid capacity planning process;(3) amend CEQA
guidelines to include consultation with affected utility to confirm adequate
capacity to serve a project’s power needs;(4) develop criteria to integrate

additional pending loads from low confidence project applications and early

168 The FIP is an outdated term and has since beenreplaced with Transportation Electrification
Proactive Planning (TEPP).To avoid confusion, all referencesto the FIP have beenreplaced
with TEPP.

169 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
170 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
171 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
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customer insights obtained through community and fleet operator
engagementl’?

Teslasupports the proposal and the required workshop, which Tesla
recommends could be used to resolve implementation questions. Teslaproposes
such workshop discussionsinclude methods, such asderating pending loads
capacity estimate, to prevent stranded investments.’23 Maintaining the pending
loads concept hasthe potential to bring much needed accuracyto distribution
planning, Teslaassertsit should be widely used. Further, Teslasuggeststhat
implementing pending loads in the three-to-six-year planning horizon is
appropriate becausebusinessplans are more certain at this timeframe. 1’4 Tesla
contends that becausethe IEPR has historically underestimated load growth,
pending loads should be allowed to exceedthe IEPR cap.l’™

Bay Area 350and Vote Solar also state their support of creation of a
pending loads category to assistthe Commission in its oversight.176

3.7.4. Commission Determination
As indicated by Section3.7.3above, there is support by most parties

commenting on this proposal. As such, this decision adopts the recommendation
to direct Utilities to createa pending loads category in the DPP. However, party

comments lead the Commission to make several modifications to the proposal.

172 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
173 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
174 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.
175 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.

176 350Bay Area Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2 and Vote Solar Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 2.
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First and foremost, the Commission agreeswith parties that planned
investments should not unnecessarily overburden ratepayers with stranded
investments. As noted by Cal Advocates and Joint CCAs, a purpose of the
pending loads category should be to help Utilities identify necessarydistribution
upgrades and reduce energization timelines. 1’ Ensuring timely energization and
aprudent planning processthat factors in costsshould result in a processthat
protects ratepayers. However, SCEcontends that limiting the pending loads
category to the confines of the IEPR cap will significantly limit its usefulnessand
contradict its purpose of assessingthe needsof incrementally more load
growth. 1’8 Teslaand EDF/NRDC also support allowing pending loads to exceed
the IEPR cap, with EDF/NRDC pointing out that the Staff Proposal recognizes
that the IEPRload growth capis likely not an accurate estimate of distribution
level capacity needsgiven the disconnect between system-wide IEPR forecast
and circuit-level capacity needsl”®

CALSTART statesthat it anticipates that pending loads will serve as
reliable bottom-up data early on after adoption and that eventually pending
loads should becomemore reliable and certain, allowing for the IEPR load
growth cap to be exceeded.As such, CALSTART proposesthe Commission

allow for are-evaluation of pending loads in two yearsto determine whether

177 SeeJoint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8 and Cal Advocates
Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4. Seealso TURN Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 5 stating support to maintain limitations of divergence from the IEPR.

178 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

179 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12and EDF/NRDC Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24 citing the Staff Proposal at 66-67.
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sufficient certainty hasbeenreachedto allow pending loads to exceedthe IEPR
load growth cap.t®°

The proposals adopted in this decision require many changesto the DPEP
in the near term. Broadly allowing pending loads to exceedthe IEPRload growth
cap may compound the impact of these changes.However, the Commission
agreesthat limiting the pending loads category to the confines of the IEPR cap
may limit its usefulness. The Commission finds that, instead of limiting the
ability of all pending Loads from the start, it is prudent to allow Utilities to
propose, in the workshop and the subsequentTier 3 Advice Letter, certain types
of pending Loads (e.g, loads associatedwith freight electrification, critical
facilities, and housing) to exceedthe IEPR.To protect ratepayers, the
Commission should establish a check-in processto serve asa guardrail. An
evaluation of the pending loads category, two years after implementation,
provides areasonableamount of data to analyze and ascertainwhether pending
loads have beensufficiently useful and whether there are subsectionsor sources
of pending loads data that are more reliable than others.

The evaluation shall be conducted through Ultilities’ joint submission of a
Tier 3 Advice Letter (Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter). The required
contents of the Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter and the data neededto
be collected shall be considered during the proposed workshop and finalized in
the approval of the Pending Loads Implementation Advice Letter. However, ata
minimum the Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter shall include: (1) an
analysis of the percentage of pending loads that becameenergization requestsin

the form of atable that includes eachpending load used in forecasting to date;

B0 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
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(2) deviance of load size from pending load to actual known load; (3) deviance of
load timing between pending loads and actual known load; (4) differences in the
accuracy and usefulnessof pending loads by load category (end use);

(5) differences in the accuracy and usefulnessof pending loads by information
source and/or methodology; and (6) reporting on the expectedin-service date of
projects initiated asa result of the pending loads category.18!

In addition to the evaluation of the pending loads category, parties offer
other modifications to the proposal.

PG&E recommends citing the source of pending load information. 82 The
Commission agreesthat this information is important to be able to validate
Utility assumptions that define how pending load data is translated into loads in
the DPP. Providing the source of the data will ensure transparency. Accordingly,
Utilities are directed to provide pending load data and include the source of the
data in the annual known load tracking filing, aspart of the GNA/DDOR or
successorreport and orally reported during the DPAG or successorworkshop.

For administrative simplicity, this proposal is revised to eliminate the
Tier 1 Advice Letter submissionsto inform the Commission of methodological or
procedural changesin the pending loads category. This requirement is replaced
with an annual report on pending loads as previously described.

As part of the proposal to require Utilities to createa pending loads
category, the Staff Proposal recommends a workshop be held to discuss aspects
of this proposal. Parties support holding aworkshop and offer recommendations

on the contents of the workshop. In addition to discussing the contents of the

181 SeeEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 3and CALSTART Opening
Comments to Proposed Decision at 1 and 5.

182 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
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Tier 3 Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter, the Pending Loads Workshop,
which will be facilitated by the Energy Division, shall include the following
agendaitems: (1) the specific sourcesof information, at minimum, to inform the
pending loads category, and how to addresstreatment of confidential business
information relied on by some sourcesi83(2) usesof pending load to inform the
forecastand the investment plan; (3) how to coordinate the pending loads data
with the transportation electrification rulemaking; (4) the types of pending loads
that should be allowed to exceedthe IEPRn the near term and justification; (5)
appropriate guardrails for eachpending load category; (6) strategiesto reduce
any ratepayer risk associationwith pending loads; (7) additional reporting
requirements to be implemented for pending loads evaluation; (8) clarity on
what is currently included in the IEPRto ensure pending loads are incremental
to known loads and loads accounted for in the spatial load growth forecasts;and
(9) alignment in the use of pending load data in the DPEP and other planning
processesincluding, for example, Integrated ResourcePlanning, the
Transmission Planning Process,and General Rate Cases!8

As described in Section3.7.3,several parties propose data sourcesfor
transportation electrification loads specifically be included in the pending loads
category. While the Commission agreesthat this information may be helpful, it is
prudent to consider all matters relating to transportation electrification in a
coordinated manner with the transportation electrification rulemaking.

Currently, the transportation electrification rulemaking is developing the

183SeeEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 4 and 8, which expressconcern
of the use of confidential data in public documents.

184 SeePG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 5, where PG&E recommends two
additional agendatopics to ensure proper accounting.
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Transportation Electrification Proactive Planning (TEPP)framework with the
objective of creating unified inputs and assumptions for planning processes.
Theseinputs and assumptions may include electricity demand forecasts,which
will be critical for scenariodevelopment and the pending loads category in the
DPP. The Commission recognizesthe importance of coordination between these
two proceedings and includes this asan agendaitem in the previously discussed
workshop. Hence, it is prudent to develop the data sourcesthrough the
workshop, after the TEPPis adopted, to be implemented in the 2025-2026DPP.
Cal Advocates recommends the Commission provide more stakeholder
engagementin developing the pending loads category. Cal Advocates questions
the lack of clarity regarding substantive feedback on the methodology and
implementation strategy and, if parties are confined to providing feedback solely
on the Pending Loads Implementation Advice Letter, whether 20days is
sufficient time for thorough review. Taking thesecomments into account, this
decision allows for informal comments on the workshop report and directs
Utilities to addressthesecomments in the Implementation Advice Letter.

The following schedule for implementation of this proposal is adopted:

Table 9
Pending Loads Implementation Schedule
Deadline Activity
April 1,2025 Pending Loads Implementation Workshop and Report
May 1,2025 Informal Comments on Workshop Report
June 30,2025 Pending Loads Implementation Tier 3 Advice Letter
Submission
September2025 Reporting on Use and Impact of Pending Loads in
(and annually SeptemberDPAG Meetings (or successormeetings)
thereafter)
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June 30,2027 Pending Loads Evaluation Workshop

September30,2027 | Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter Submission

3.8. Require Utilities to Develop Prioritization
Methods Beyond the Current Consideration of
Project Need Dates 8

As described below, this decision scalesdown the original proposal. While
remaining focused on prioritization, the adopted proposal requires Utilities to
report annually in the DDOR or successorreport how the identified projects
throughout the planning horizon are prioritized for execution. As discussed
below, the record indicates that parties value transparency over unnecessary
prescriptive administration. Accordingly, the Tier 1 advice letter is replaced with
inclusion of a description of project prioritization in the DDOR or successor
report.

3.8.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission require Utilities to submit

an advice letter proposing how to prioritize between projects outside of the
current consideration of project need date. The advice letter would contain
information listed in Table 10 below and could be current or proposed practices.
The Staff Proposal also recommends that following disposition of the advice
letters, the Commission require Utilities to describein future DDOR, or any
successorfilings, the extentto which the prioritization plans are being used in
the DPEP,including the number of projects to which the plans have beenapplied

and their ranking relative to other prioritization metrics.186

185 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.8.
186 Staff Proposal at 78.
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Table 10
Proposed Practicesfor Prioritizing Projects
Advice Letter Inclusions

The potential basisfor or driver of the need for prioritization.

Prioritizing long lead-time capacity projects to mitigate difficulties with project
execution.

How to take equity into consideration.

Grid needin low, medium, and high forecastscenarios.

Likelihood that grid need will occur.

Number of grid needsaddressed.

Timing, frequency, and duration of grid need.

Types of grid needsaddressedby the planned investment.

Potential Metrics | Whether the grid needsare fully addressedby the planned
investment.

Causeof the grid need.

Number of customers served.

Types of customers served.

Disadvantaged community status of the service area.

Grid needrelated to state policy goals or plans.

3.8.2. Background and Rationale
SBUA and Joint CCAs inquired about utility prioritization methods used

in the DPP process!®’In responseto this inquiry, SCEand SDG&E contend
prioritization is not necessary,asit is their goal to complete all projects by the

time they are needed.*® The Staff Proposal contends Utilities should be prepared

187 Staff Proposal at 77 citing SBUA Opening Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 6 and
Joint CCAS Reply Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 5.

188 Staff Proposal at 77 citing SCEOpening Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 9 and
SDG&E Opening Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 4
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to prioritize projectsin an equitable and reasonablemanner. Further, the Staff
Proposal proposes that Utilities inform the Commission of its prioritization
methods through the DDOR.189

3.8.3. Party Comment
Telsasupports arequirement that Utilities submit high-level plans

describing the prioritization of projects beyond considering project need date.1%°
Similarly, EDF/NRDC conveys support for the recommendation that Utilities
provide details on prioritization methods and explain how the criteria support
policies and regulations.'®! Cal Advocates, however, calls for additional
stakeholder input in the annual DPAG workshops, or other workshops,
contending this facilitates stakeholder engagementrather than Utilities
providing aplan through a Tier 1 Advice Letter.1?

Summing up the Utilities’ position, SCEstatesthat it is not clear that the
current processis problematic nor is it clear how additional prioritization metrics
would beused in this process!® All three Utilities follow a similar processin
that eachtries to complete a project by the need date and use other current
prioritization approachesto manage the schedule of activities acrossthe portfolio
of projects.1®4 Utilities contend the submission of a Tier 1 Advice Letter is

unnecessary.SDG&E arguesthat “[d]eveloping a different processthat

189 Staff Proposal at 78.

190 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.
PLEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.

192 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.
193 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 21.

194 SeeSCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 1; SDG&E Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 12-13;and PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling
at 12-13.
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prioritizes long lead-time distribution upgrades ahead of other distribution
upgrades, is unnecessaryand createsan administrative burden without any
offsetting benefit.1% Further SDG&E cautions that this proposal “could introduce
subjective criteria and potentially lead to inequitable outcomes.”1%With respect
to concernsof transparency, SCEassertsthat the company has shared and will
continue to shareits prioritization processwithout the need for an advice
letter.1°” PG&E proposes the Commission use the Distribution Forecasting
Working Group asan approach to share prioritization specifics with
stakeholders and allow such stakeholders the opportunity to ask questions and
provide comments.198

3.8.4. Commission Determination
The Commission finds that transparency is the true concern of the current

process.The record shows that Utilities have already developed prioritization
methods beyond project need dates1°° As RCRC offers, a utility “needs to be able
to accurately pinpoint areasof the grid that are most in need of upgrades or
enhancementsto ensure that resourcesare located efficiently and effectively
while preventing bottlenecks and reliability issues.”°While additional
prioritization criteria may be neededin the future, the record of this proceeding
shows no particular additional criteria are necessary.The Commission continues

to provide Utilities flexibility on prioritization methods. However, to ensure

195 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.
19 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.
197 SeeSCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11.
198 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11-12.

199 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 11-12;SDG&E Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 13;and SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.

200 RCRCReply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
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transparency, this decision modifies the proposal to require Utilities to report,
during the annual Distribution Planning Advisory Group,?°*how projects
identified throughout the distribution planning horizon have beenprioritized for
execution. As requested by Cal Advocates, a public workshop versus an advice
letter submission will provide stakeholders an opportunity to provide feedback
and ask questions.2%2 This decision also requires inclusion of this information in
the annual GNA/DDOR or a successorreport instead of the previously required
Advice Letter.

3.9. Require Utilities to Consider Distribution
Planning Results in Other Distribution Work 203

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to
consider distribution planning results when performing other distribution work.
Basedon the record of this proceeding, however, this decision revisesthe
proposal to make corrections to the proposal, add two workshops, and adjust the
timeline. The addition of the workshop will allow Utilities to explain their
proposals for integrated planning and provide stakeholders an opportunity to
provide input.

3.9.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission direct Utilities to

consider, in their other workstreams, upgrading the capacity of any primary

distribution infrastructure in order to avoid the need for future distribution

201 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.In comments to the Proposed
Decision, SCEand SDG&E recommend revising the updating venue to the DPAG, asthe
Distribution ForecastingWorking Group is focused solely on forecasting topics. SCEOpening
Comments to Proposed Decision at 8, A-2 and SDG&E Opening Comments to Proposed
Decision at iv.

202 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.

203 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.9.

-83-



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

capacity upgrades. To accomplish this, the Staff Proposal recommends the
submission of an advice letter proposing a method for referencing DPPswhen
designing projects in other distribution workstreams. The proposed method
should balancethe increased project costsfrom the increasedsizing of any
related assetwith the risk-adjusted benefit from avoiding future projects to
upgrade grid capacity. Additionally, the Staff Proposal recommends that
changesto the adopted method be made through a Tier 1 Advice Letter if the
changeimproves the method’s accuracy and the decision whether to increasethe
capacity of distribution infrastructure remains the same?2%4

3.9.2. Background and Rationale
In pastfilings, PG&E and SCEcommented that an objective of their

companiesis to implement integrated planning by prioritizing acrossmultiple
objectives, addressing multiple needswith one solution, considering multiple
drivers for infrastructure upgrades, and proposing optimal solutions to mitigate
grid needsand leastregret investments.2% Building on this theme of integration,
the Staff Proposal maintains that forecasting and disaggregation in the DPP can
be leveraged to determine future capacity needsof assetsthat are being built or
replaced.?%® As such, the Staff Proposal contends that distribution assetsshould

be sized to consider their expected lifetime and usefulness?°” However, the Staff

204 Staff Proposal at 79.

205 Staff Proposal at 78 citing PG&E Opening Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 16 and
SCEOpening Comments to Amended Scoping Memo at 3.

206 Staff Proposal at 79.
207 Staff Proposal at 79-80.
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Proposal cautions that “this proposal should not hinder the development of the
DPP."208

3.9.3. Party Comment
EDF/NRDC support the proposal to consider distribution planning results

when doing other distribution work contending such strategies mitigate the need
for duplicative investments and help contain costsand decreaserisks.299
Cal Advocates generally supports the proposal but proposes changesto the
processincluding (1) requiring two workshops prior to the submission of the
Tier 2 Advice Letters to better develop the record necessaryfor the Commission
to make a determination ?%and (2) requiring Utilities to solicit stakeholder input
for Utilities’ integrated planning proposals during the annual DPAG workshops,
or successorworkshops.?'' PG&E supports aworkshop to provide transparency,
insight into the process,and its evolution over time.?2350Bay Area also
supports suchintegrated planning, noting that distributed energy resourcescan
and should mitigate new loads and offer increasedflexibility. 213

SDG&E contends the proposal is unnecessary,as coordination currently
occurs between distribution planning personnel and other personnel working on
primary distribution infrastructure. 214 PG&E supports the direction to consider

upgrades in other distribution workstreams to avoid future distribution capacity

208 Staff Proposal at 80.

29EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.
210 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.
211 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 29.
212pG&E Reply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.

213350Bay Area Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 3.
214 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.
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upgrades but opposesthe prescriptive requirements to the two advice letters.
PG&E arguesthe company already prioritizes acrossmultiple objectivesand
rather than creating another advice letter when an improvement is needed, the
company should have the authority to consider planning results and load
forecastsfor such changes?!®> SCEstatesthat the company hasidentified
integrated planning asa goal with workstreams to support it and, in some cases,
this is already happening. SCEfurther statesit will share details of the
company’s plan for integrated planning through an advice letter by the first
guarter of 2025216

3.9.4. Commission Determination
The Commission agreeswith Cal Advocates that two workshops are

needed for this proposal to ensure parties have a solid understanding of
integrated planning and can adequately participate. While the Commission
acknowledges that Utilities are either planning or already conducting integrated
planning, transparency is one of the objectives here and neither stakeholders nor
the Commission have awindow into the processesUtilities undertake to
integrate planning. Hence, while PG&E may consider advice letters—and now
two workshops—to be prescriptive, the Commission considers these stepsto be
necessaryfor transparency.

Accordingly, aworkshop shall be held by Utilities during the third quarter
of 2025to present Utility proposals for integrated planning and solicit feedback
from stakeholders on issuespresented, including costcontainment

considerations. A secondworkshop shall be held by Utilities no more than eight

215PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13-14.
216 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.
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weeks following the first workshop to present updated proposals basedon
feedback from the first workshop. It is the intent of the Commission that Energy
Division work with Utilities on the development of theseworkshops with
Energy Division facilitating and utilities presenting assubject matter experts.

No later than the end of the fourth quarter of 2025, Utilities shall submit a
Tier 3 advice letter to provide proposed method(s) where the increased project
costsfrom the increasedsizing of any related assetsare lessthan or equal to the
risk-adjusted benefit from avoiding future projectsto upgrade grid capacity.
Utilities’ proposal shall allow for future evolution of the DPP and should not
becomea barrier to future changesin that process.In comments to the proposed
decision, PG&E proposesto revise the Tier 3 advice letter to Tier 2 to simplify
and expedite the process?!’ Stating that the requirements of this advice letter is
prescriptive and “reduces the evaluations to an oversimplified calculation,”
PG&E requeststhe Commission to revise language and allow for flexibility and
additional stakeholder input. 218 Agreeing that the language is overly
prescriptive, SDG&E requeststhe Commission to revise the proposed decision to
confirm that risk considerations do not apply to capacity needsdriven by
customer load growth or remove all referencesto risk.?°In response,Green
Power Institute and EDF/NRDC oppose the revision to the advice letter tier level
and removal of project costsand risk-adjusted benefits language. Green Power

Institute arguesthe workshops and Tier 3 advice letter will improve

217 PG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 3.
218 pG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2-3.

219 SDG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 3.
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transparency.??° Improved transparency is a priority objective in this process.
Hence, the Commission is not persuaded by the calls for lesstransparency.
However, the Commission seesvalue in allowing for flexibility and thus, the
proposal is revised to focus on calculating and considering whether the increased
projects from the increasing sizing and timing of any related assetsare lessthan
or equal to the risk-adjusted benefit from avoiding future projectsto upgrade
grid project costsand risk-adjusted benefits. Further, this decision also allows
Utilities to propose other factors to be considered toward calculating project
costsand risk-adjusted benefits.

The Tier 3 Advice Letter that proposesthe methodology shall also answer
the following questions: (1) How doesthe proposed method maintain the
flexibility of the distribution planning process,and allow for that processto
develop over time; (2) How doesthe proposed method estimate the increased
costsfor current projects, and how canthis estimate change or improve over
time? Include increased costsfor wildfire mitigation and associatedR.20-07-013
Risk-basedDecision-making Framework (RDF) costbenefit ratio data; (3) How
doesthe proposed method incorporate cost effectivenessand cost efficiencies?
(4) How doesthe proposed method adjust for risk and potential risk reduction
when considering potential future capacity projects, and how can this adjustment
changeor improve over time; (5) How doesthe proposed method estimate cost
of future distribution capacity projects (including increased costsfor wildfire
mitigation and associatedR.20-07-013ost benefit ratio data), and how can this
estimate changeor improve over time; and (6) How doesthe proposed plan

address projects planned in the high fire threat districts or in areasof wildfire

220 Green Power Institute Reply Comments to Proposed Decision at 4-6. Seealso EDF/NRDC
Reply Comments to Proposed Decision at 2-3.
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risk, or projects that will require new lines to be built that crossinto the high fire
threat districts?

3.10. Require Utilities to Develop Bridging Strategies
to Better Accommodate Energization Requests
that Trigger Distribution Capacity Work 22!

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to develop bridging
strategiesto accommodate energization requeststhat trigger distribution
capacity work.

3.10.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission direct Utilities to file, no

later than December 31,2024,a proposal for various strategiesthat could be
deployed to accommodate energization requeststhat trigger upstream
distribution capacity work. The plan should include options such as:

(1) improvements to utilities reactive processupon receiving an energization
request that requires a distribution capacity upgrade; (2) temporary constraints
on the power the customer is allowed to draw; and (3) acquiring and deploying
mobile distributed energy resourcescapable of managing and preventing grid
deviation during the construction of a distribution capacity project.???
Additionally, the Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require
Utilities to describe progressin implementing this plan in the annual DDOR, or
its successorreport. 223

3.10.2. Background and Rationale
SCEand PG&E report in prior filings that the companies eachhave

processesin place to address energization requeststhat require a distribution

221 staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.10.
222 Staff Proposal at 80.
223 Staff Proposal at 81.
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upgrade in the current DPP cycle. Both utilities statethey are considering
strategiesto energize customer load prior to such projects being completed.??*
Contending that customerswill continue to request energization on short notice,
the Staff Proposal submits that Utilities will be unable to plan for distribution
capacity that will prevent theserequestsfrom requiring upstream distribution
capacity upgrades. Further, the Staff Proposal maintains that often the risk of
exceedingthe capacity limit is only during peak summer hours and, therefore,
customers with flexible loads could be accommodated through time-limited
restraints.22® Additionally, the Staff Proposal assertsthat for some grid issues,the
answer could be atemporary distributed energy resource placement to mitigate
the grid issue until along-term solution is executed. Therefore, the Staff Proposal
recommends requiring improvement on how Utilities handle energization
requeststhat are impacted due to the need for upgrades to the distribution
system 226

3.10.3. Party Comment
Party comments on this proposal were limited. Teslaoffers its support. 2?7

CALSTART supports the proposal but recommends the Commission provide
more detail on the proposal by requiring Utilities to develop standardized static
and dynamic flexible service connection options for loads that would be

integrated into the energization process??8 Also supporting this proposal,

224 SCEOpening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 13and PG&E Opening Comments to April 6
Ruling at 13.

225 Staff Proposal at 81.

226 Staff Proposal at 81.

227 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.

228 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17-18.
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EDF/NRDC assertsthat flexible energization should be widely available to
customers making energization requests?2° As such, EDF/NRDC proposesthe
Commission direct Utilities to begin aflexible energization pilot to collect data to
inform subsequentfull-scale programs while the Commission identifies the
appropriate proceeding to take stakeholder input on the subject23°

Cal Advocates 231 questions the type of filing, expressingconcernthat a
compliance filing doesnot provide parties with opportunity to review and
provide feedbackon the Utilities’ proposals.?3? Cal Advocates proposesa Tier 2
Advice Letter with annual reporting in the DPAG workshops.

SCEand PG&E support the proposal in theory but expressreluctance.
Stating that the company is already working on similar efforts, PG&E cautions
that processesfor long-term, scalableload management asa bridging solution do
not currently exist for evaluation and execution.?33While recognizing the
importance of bridging strategiesfor managing the influx of large load requests
and improving customer experience, SCEstatesit has already developed
bridging solutions and is working toward different strategies?3* Asserting this
proposal has no value since energization requeststriggering upstream

distribution capacity upgrades are being accommodated, SDG&E opposesthis

229EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.
20EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.
21EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.

232 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30-31.
233 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.

234 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.
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proposal and recommends the Commission allow Utilities to develop targeted
bridging strategiesfor specific customer and grid constraints as needed?3°

3.10.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the proposal with modifications. The Staff Proposal

would require that Utilities file a plan describing various bridging strategiesthat
can be deployed for energization requeststhat trigger upstream capacity
upgrades. This is afirst stepin improving how Utilities handle energization
requestsimpacted by the need for distribution system upgrades. The
Commission finds that the administrative burden for filing aplan is light as
PG&E and SCEare already exploring this issue 236 Further, the Commission
declines to broaden this proposal because,as PG&E has asserted,processesfor
long-term, scalableload managementasa bridging solution do not exist for
evaluation and execution.?3’In comments to the proposed decision, PACT asserts
that the proposal should include implementation strategies.CalCCA contends
the proposed decision omits the consideration of distributed energy resources
not owned by Utilities. 238 Theseare inadvertent omissions. Hence, the proposal is
revised to include afourth option to the plan in addition to the options described
in Section3.10.2above: (4) customer owned distributed energy resourcesof both
the service applicant and other customer owned distributed energy resources.
Further, the plan shall also report on bridging solutions not currently available

but expectedto be available in the near future, aswell asrecommendations on

235 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.

236 SeePG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14 and SCEOpening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.

237 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.

238 PACT Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2 and 9 and CalCCA Opening Comments
at 6-7.
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how to enablethesesolutions. Additionally, the plan shall include a definition of
the point in the DPEP that opportunities to employ bridging strategiesare
considered and communicated to the customer. Utilities shall submit their
compliance reports in this proceeding and the Energization proceeding (R.24-01-
018)by December 15, 2024.

3.11. Require Utilities to Prepare a
Load Flexibility DPP Assessment 23°

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to prepare aload
flexibility DPP assessmentBasedon party comments, however, the proposal is
modified to incorporate the load flexibility DPP assessmeninto the
Electrification Impact Study Part 2 currently being conducted by Utilities, which
is briefly described below. As discussedbelow, the work anticipated by this
proposal is well aligned with the work Utilities are performing in the
Electrification Impact Study Part 2.

3.11.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission require Utilities to

prepare aload flexibility DPP assessment.The goal of the assessmentwould be
to enable Utilities to strategically incorporate load managementand load
flexibility techniques (including, but not limited to, use of load splitters,
throttling products, and other tools) into their distribution planning with the
objective of efficient utilization of distribution capacity and cost containment for
incremental build, while providing transparency and stakeholder input.

3.11.2. Background and Rationale
While parties assertthat load flexibility could be an important resource

that could also reduce needed upgrades, Utilities contend that load flexibility is

239 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.11.
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not developed enough to be a standard alternative to distribution capacity.?*°The
Staff Proposal posits that incoming electrification load may apply for
energization faster than Utilities canupgrade their system. Hence, the Staff
Proposal offers that load management techniques (i.e,, strategiesto control or
adjust electricity demand on the grid) and flexible loads (i.e.,devices or systems
that can adjust power consumption in responseto price fluctuations, grid
conditions, or specific commands) will be crucial in optimizing energy usageand
controlling distribution upgrade costs?*! Further, the Staff Proposal contends
that with the expectedincreasein electrification-related load, “flexible loads are
going to be aresource of significant scalein the medium- to long-term with the
potential to mitigate distribution infrastructure cost.”?4?

3.11.3. Party Comment
Concurring that load flexibility is useful for potentially reducing needed

upgrades, SCEmaintains that a system level assessmentwill help the
Commission better understand load flexibility impact.2*However, SCEcontends
that the Load Flexibility Assessmentcan be incorporated into the Electrification
Impact Study Part 2 being conducted by the Utilities. 244 Further, PG&E asserts
that the analysis neededin this proposal is duplicative of the work Utilities will
conduct in the Electrification Impact Study.?** SDG&E arguesthat the load

flexibility assessmentis centered on a customer’s ability and willingness to shift

240 Staff Proposal at 81 citing PG&E Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 13and SCE
Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 13.

241 Staff Proposal at 82-82.

242 Staff Proposal at 83.

243 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.
244 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.
245 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.
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loads from onetime period to another and is highly dependent on a customer’s
electricity use,incentives, and program structure for those incentives.?*¢ As such,
SDG&E believesthe Demand Flexibility Rulemaking is the more appropriate
venue to assesscustomer responsivenessto economic incentives and therefore
this proposal is premature.?*’ SDG&E proposesto defer this proposal until after
the Demand Flexibility Rulemaking concludes .48

Other parties favor the load flexibility assessment.

In support of this proposal, CALSTART recommends the Commission also
require Utilities to consider different load shapesand flexibility assumptions and
how the assessmentcould beincorporated into load management assumptions
aspart of the bottom-up forecasting approach.?*° CALSTART asserts
incorporating aload flexibility assessmentinto Utilities’ load forecastswill play a
fundamental role in understanding the impact of flexible load on distribution
planning. 250

While also supporting the concept of this recommendation, UCAN
contends that refinements are neededto avoid artificially constraining
technologies and recommends that the strategiesin the recommendation

consider that distributed energy resourcescan be aggregated and coordinated to

246 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14-15.
247 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
248 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
2499 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
250 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
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provide energy to alleviate grid constraints.?> Thus, UCAN proposes the staff
recommendation be modified to develop a Net Load DPP Assessment?>?

Recognizing the importance of load flexibility, Cal Advocates also
supports adoption of this proposal with two proposed processchanges.First,
Cal Advocates recommends the Commission require Utilities to hold
two workshops to develop the record prior to submission of the Tier 2
Advice Letter.?>3Second,Cal Advocates proposes the Commission require
Utilities to perform an annual demand flexibility analysis and integrate data
from pilots, researchand other reliable sources?®*

Noting that multiple recentanalyseshave found that load management of
electric vehicles and other end use can provide system value, EDF/NRDC urges
the Commission to consider combining this work with the limited generation
profiles and limited load profiles, aswell aswork in the demand flexibility
proceeding.?%®

3.11.4. Commission Determination
This decision modifies the proposal to allow Utilities to fulfill the

requirements of this proposal by conducting the load flexibility analysis within
the Electrification Impact Study Part 2, with which Utilities have beentasked.
Severalparties assertedthe load flexibility work could and should be conducted

within the confines of other proceedings or other work being performed. PG&E

251UCAN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 3-5.

252UCAN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.

253 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.
254 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32-33.
2SEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
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and SCEconsider the work of the load flexibility analysis to be duplicative of the
Electrification Impact Study. The Commission finds this efficient and prudent.

The Electrification Impact Study Part 2 is the successorto the
Electrification Impact Study Part 1, published in this proceeding on
May 9, 202326 The Part 1 Study was conducted by Commission consultant,
Kevala, to examine the potential impacts of high adoptions of distributed energy
resourceson the distribution grid, identify when and where investments would
be needed, and estimate the cost of meeting those needs. It examined scenariosin
which no mitigation strategieswere employed to limit the amount of
infrastructure upgrades needed and cantherefore be seenasan upper-bound
estimate of the expected costs. The Part 2 study will be conducted by Utilities
within the 2024-2025DPP cycle, with eachUtility examining its service territory.
This study is consistentwith the work currently being tracked by the Utilities
through the Distribution ResourceTools Memorandum Account and should be
treated in the samemanner.

The focus of the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 is to estimate and
assesgotential impacts (e.g, potential costsof upgrading the primary and
secondary distribution grid) of meeting electrification needsunder multiple
scenarios.It will include scenariosthat estimate a range of costsand resources
required to addressidentified grid needs. The study should produce learnings

that translate into improvements for eachutility’s DPEP.The study will include

256 The Order Instituting Rulemakingto Modernizethe ElectricGrid for aHigh Distributed Energy
ResourceButure (Order) identified prior use of funds for hiring consultants to conduct the
Electrification Impact Study, Part 1 and Part 2. SeeOrder at 24-25.In D.23-05-005the
Commission authorized the Energy Division to retain the previously hired consultants to
continue this work with funding, not to exceed$1.6million, reimbursed by Utilities. See
D.23-05-005at Ordering Paragraph 1.
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the load flexibility mitigation scenario proposed in the Staff Proposal and an
equity scenario. The study may also include other scenariossuch asthose that
support planning for transportation and building electrification.

As the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 is on track to begin in the near
term, the Commission finds it timely to consider the outcomes of this analysis in
the 2025-2026DPP cycle. As such, this decision eliminates the proposal
requirement for Utilities to separately publish their inputs and assumptions for
party comments. Instead, no later than 30 days after the filing of the draft
Electrification Impact Study Part 2 in this proceeding, Energy Division Staff will
hold a public workshop where Utilities shall present the findings and receive
stakeholder comment on how the findings should beincorporated into the
DPEP.No later than 14 days after the workshop (or 44 days after filing of the
study, whichever comeslater), parties shall file comments on the draft study.
After considering feedbackfrom the workshop and party comments, no later
than 120days after the filing of the draft Electrification Impact Study Part 2,
Utilities shall file the final study in this proceeding for party comment. In
addition to the final study, the filing shall include a description of how the study
meetsthe requirements and objectives of the Load Flexibility DPP assessment
proposed in the Staff Proposal, will describe how Utilities intend to ensure that
disadvantaged, rural, and tribal communities are included in an equitable
planning process,and any other Commission requirements. The filing of the final
study shall include a detailed proposal and timeline of how the load flexibility
assessmentwill beintegrated into the DPEPto inform distribution planning and
execution in the future. Utilities shall serve the draft and final study to the
service list of the demand flexibility proceeding (R.22-07-005and the

transportation electrification proceeding (R.23-12-008)in addition to the service
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list for this proceeding. Energy Division will serve a notice of the public
workshop to all three proceedings.

Following the filing of the final study, the Commission will allow for
additional comments on the implementation of the study’s findings and
recommendations. The intention is to ensure the outcomes of the analysis inform
the 2025-2028DPP cycle. The Commission will consider the proposed
Electrification Impact Study Part 2 submitted by the Utilities, proposals for
implementation, and party comments on the study and implementation
proposals, which will form the basisof a proposed decision determining the
outcomes of the study that will or will not beimplemented in the DPEP or
through other mechanisms. For clarity, the following table provides milestones

for the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 activities.

Electrification Impact Study Part 2 Activities
Utilities File Draft Electrification Impact Study Part 2 0
Energy Division to Host a Workshop for Utilities to Presentthe + 30days
Draft Study
Parties File Comments on Draft Study + 44 days
Utilities File Final Study +120days
Ruling Issued SeekingComment on Study and Implementation TBD
Comments Filed on Study and Implementation TBD
Proposed Decision on Implementation of Study Outcomes TBD

The Commission declines to require a workshop to be conducted prior to
the commencement of the Study, asproposed by AEU, UCAN, and Vote Solar2°’
In the May 9, 2023Administrative Law JudgesRuling Settinga Workshop Admitting

257 AEU Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 5-8;UCAN Opening Comments to
Proposed Decision at 6-7;and Vote Solar Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 4-6.
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into the RecordPart 1 ofthe ElectrificationimpactsStudy and Researcllan,and
SeekingCommentsparties were asked to comment on the Part 2 Study, including

the methodology, analysis, and scenarios.

3.12. Allow Utilities More Flexibility in Requesting
Distribution Capacity Costs in GRCs?2°8

This decision adopts the proposal to allow Utilities more flexibility in
requesting distribution capacity costsin GRCs.Basedon the record, the proposal
is modified to specify that Utilities are permitted to use the results of the annual
DPP asa basisfor requesting forecasting distribution upgrade costswithin the
GRC and that Utilities may present alternative analysis basedon the most recent
Utilities’ DPP. Allowing this flexibility in GRC funding requestsmerely allows
for flexibility and doesnot createthe opportunity for unlimited utility spending.
As further discussedbelow, such requestsand their validity will continue to be
reviewed in the GRC, or other applications, with due diligence by the
Commission and with stakeholder participation and input.

3.12.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission encourage Utilities to

conduct and submit additional supplemental analysis on grid needsand
forecastsin GRCsto mitigate the time lag between the IEPR,DPP, and GRC

cycles;this would require the Commission to remove paragraphs 2(h)?*°and

258 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.12.

259D,18-02-004at Ordering Paragraph 2(h) states:“The information eachinvestor-owned utility
(IOU) presentsin its GRC testimony shall be consistentwith that which the IOU presentsin that
year's GNA and DDOR reports, while affirming the IOU’s ability to update any aspectof its
GRCtestimony due to emergent needsor changing forecaststhat arise following that year’'s
GNA and DDOR filings. The IOUs must explain any discrepanciesbetween the GNA and
DDOR reports and GRC testimony within the GRC testimony.”
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2(1)?%9from Ordering Paragraph 2 of D.18-02-044261 Any supplemental analysis
would also require a discussion of the differences between the forecastused for
the GRC and the IEPR 262 The Staff Proposal specifiesthat such supplemental
analysis should be encouraged when emergency needs,including changesin
state electrification policies, or changing forecastsoccur.?%3

3.12.2. Background and Rationale
The Commission requires that Utilities’ GRC testimony be consistent with

the GNA and DDOR data of that sameyear and discourages, but allows, Utilities
to update GRC testimony due to emergent needsor changing forecaststhat arise
following the filing of the GNA and DDOR.?%4 The Staff Proposal contends this
unnecessarily restricts the Utilities from using more current information in
GRCs,which canlead to funding issuesfor distribution capacity work. 26%|n
previous comments, Utilities pointed to the use of outdated DPP results in GRCs

asafactor in funding issues?66

260 D,18-02-004at Ordering Paragraph 2(i) states:The Commission orders that the GNA and
DDOR filed the year after a GRCfiling year is inadmissible in the evidentiary record of that
GRC proceeding and may not be used to update the underpinning assumptions of GRC
testimony that was filed the previous year.

261 Staff Proposal at 83-84.
262 Staff Proposal at 83-84.
263 Staff Proposal at 83-84.

264 SCEreported that the company submitted an additional analysis to their GRCin order to
produce more reliable funding forecasts.SeeStaff Proposal at 83 citing SCEOpening Comments
to April 6 Ruling.

265 Staff Proposal at 84.

266 Staff Proposal at 83 citing SDG&E Opening Comments to March 9 Ruling at 9 and PG&E
Opening Comments to March 9 Ruling at 25.
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3.12.3. Party Comments
TURN supports the limitations of divergence from the IEPR establishedin

D.18-02-004 aswell asSB410,contending theselimitations “prevent utilities
from requesting unneeded capacity funding.” 26’ TURN recommends the
Commission require Utilities to continue to submit forecastsrooted in the most
recent IEPR, and maintains that bottom-up forecasting should only be usedif it is
sufficiently transparent and applies local knowledge. 268 Further, TURN notes that
D.18-02-004already provides Utilities with flexibility to stray from the IEPR26°

Cal Advocates supports using the most up-to-date information and
forecastsasa matter of principle. However, Cal Advocates contends this new
data should be aresult of potential changesor updates to the IEPR and should
not be confidential or lessrobust than the IEPR 27 Further, Cal Advocates
requestsclarity whether the removal of paragraph 2(h) and 2(i) of D.18-02-004
would allow Utilities to file additional analysis subsequentto the initial GRC
filing and, if so, how stakeholders would be afforded reasonabletime to prepare
aresponse?’t

EDF/NRDC support the proposal noting that removing the ordering

subparagraphs would not remove the Commission’s ability to scrutinize the

267”TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.

268 TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.

269TURN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8-9.

270 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 34.
211 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33-34.
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specific costrecovery requested or the methodology Utilities useto justify the
request.?’? Teslaalso supports the proposal.?’3

PG&E supports the proposal of more flexibility and the removal of
paragraphs 2(h) and 2(i) from D.18-02-004 Asserting the company already can
provide additional information to their GRC testimony, PG&E statesthe
adoption of this proposal will make it clear that the Commission does not
discourage such flexibility. 274

While supporting the recommendation, SCErequeststhe Commission
adopt concrete guidance for reasonablemethodologies, without which adoption
of the proposal could result in litigation and reduced investment certainty.?7°
Pointing to its own Transportation Electrification Grid Readinessanalysis asan
example of stakeholder derision, SCEcontends that, without Commission
guidance, Utilities may not have confidence when using innovative approaches
in funding requests?’¢ SCErequeststhat such guidance be provided for “on the
bubble” investments.?’’

3.12.4. Commission Determination
The Staff Proposal statesthat the key goal for this issueis to provide more

flexibility for Utilities to request capacity costsin the GRC. Noting that “the DPP
doesnot currently produce an accurateforecastof grid needsthat matchesthe

actual needsover the entire GRC window,” the Staff Proposal underscoresthat

2ZEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.
213 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13.

214 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.

275 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.

276 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23-24.

21T SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
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“some utilities have found it challenging to provide sufficient justification for
their distribution planning funding requests.”?’®

While generally supported by parties, this decision begins the deliberation
of this proposal with adiscussion of concernsfrom TURN and Cal Advocates.
TURN supports the limitations of divergence from the IEPR establishedin
D.18-02-004asaway to prevent Utilities from requesting unneeded capacity
funding. TURN, aswell asCal Advocates, expressesconcern about third party
studies being used to justify spending. Cal Advocates recommends the
Commission provide guidance to only allow updates in responseto changesin
the IEPR. SCEalso requestsguidance in that the Commission explicitly statethe
methodologies and approachesthat would be appropriate to usein the GRC.

First, asthe goal here is to provide flexibility, the Commission finds it
reasonableto adopt this proposal and remove subparagraphs (h) and (i) from
D.18-02-004 Subparagraph (i) orders that the GNA and DDOR filed the year
after a GRCfiling year is inadmissible in the evidentiary record of that GRC
proceeding and may not be used to update the underpinning assumptions of
GRC testimony that was filed the previous year. This order limits relevant and
useful information from being incorporated into the GRC for decision making.
This also limits the Commission from ensuring that Utilities improve
energization planning when requesting a revenue requirement to minimize the
need for a new ratemaking mechanism.?’° Considering that the changesrequired

in this decision will have a material improvement on the DPP and asa result

278 Staff Proposal at 55.

2195B410937.(d) The commission shall ensure that eachelectrical corporation improves upon
energization planning, consistentwith the requirements of Section936,when requesting an
authorized revenue requirement during the electrical corporation’s general rate case,in order to
minimize the need for any ratemaking mechanism authorized pursuant to this section.
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GRC requests,the outputs of an improved DPP may be submitted astestimony
or allowed assupplemental testimony in GRC proceedings. However, the intent
of this flexibility is not to delay GRC proceedings. If a GRC has progressed
significantly in its schedule,and an updated GNA and DDOR is submitted into
the GRC proceeding, the presiding officer of the proceeding has the discretion to
move the new information into a separatephase of the GRC or require a separate
application. 28° This flexibility is not a universal change as D.18-02-004already
allowed for flexibility, aspointed out by TURN. The Commission’s intention in
eliminating the barrier of thesetwo subparagraphs is to ensure the Commission
has the most up-to-date information to ensure that the most recent distribution
planning is taken into accountin the GRC.

TURN arguesthat is the Staff Proposal would eliminate measuresthat
prevent Utilities from requesting unneeded capacity funding. The Commission is
not convinced by this argument. The proposal adopted here simply allows for
more flexibility in updating funding requestsin GRCsbasedon current
distribution planning data. This is reasonablebecausethe Commission should
make decisions basedupon the most up-to-date distribution planning data.
Further, while this decision allows for flexibility in updating funding requestsin
GRCs,thesefunding requestsstill must be reviewed by parties and the
Commission in the GRC proceeding for reasonablenessand Utilities have the

burden of proof to demonstrate the reasonablenessof such costs.

280 SB410established a provision that allows electrical corporations to, until January 1, 2027 file
arequestfor aratemaking mechanism to track costsfor energization projects placed in service
after January 1,2024 that exceedthe costsincluded in the electrical corporation’s annual
authorized revenue requirement for energization.

- 105 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

Relatedly, Cal Advocates and SCErequestthe Commission to provide
further clarity on what canand cannot be used to update funding requestsin
GRCs.Cal Advocates also requeststhe Commission to provide clarity on
stakeholder participation with respectto updated funding requests.While the
Commission assuresparties of their due processrights, including the ability to
comment in areasonably timely fashion to the updated funding requests,the
Commission declines to decide in this proceeding what methodologies or
approachesto providing the results of the annual DPP or responding to those
results should be allowed in a GRC.

3.13. Require Utilities to Submit Community
Engagement Plans to Address Equity 281

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to submit annual
community engagementplans to address equity in the DPP. The Commission
anticipates this proposal will facilitate Utilities in developing a standardized and
consistent outreach program. As discussed below, the Commission clarifies that
coordination and customer outreach efforts are a minimum requirement of the
pending loads category.

3.13.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

submit a service territory Community EngagementPlan that will address

(1) how community feedbackis incorporated into Utilities’ DPPs,(2) how
Utilities will comply with the AB 50requirements for an annual community DPP
meeting, and (3) how Utilities will meetthe data sharing requirements
establishedin AB 50. The Staff Proposal specifiesthat the plan should address

three areas:Tribal community needs,environmental justice and equity concerns,

281 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.2.13.
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and disadvantaged community needs.Table 11 below lists the specific topics the

Staff Proposal recommends the plan should address.

Table 11
Required Topics to Be Described in
Utility Service Territory Community Engagement Plans

Plan to conduct regular two-way communication with local
governments, Tribal governments, and communities.

Plan to coordinate with and incorporate findings from existing
engagementactivities.

Plan to ensure language accessibility and disability accessibility.

Plan to promote energy literacy and understanding of the DPP.

Plan to provide transparency into the DPP.

Plan to comply with the requirements of Pub. Util. Code § 933.5(c)(2)
and 8 933.5(c)(3)

Plan to addresscommunity feedbackin DPP through the use of pending
loads, etc.

Plan to useinformation from local governments, planning agencies,and
Tribal governments relating to potential new local energy needsto
inform distribution planning.

3.13.2. Background and Rationale
In 2022,the Commission conducted several community engagement

discussionsfor this proceeding. The Staff Proposal contends that development of
a Community EngagementPlan addressesinclusivity, transparency, and
partnership, which were emphasized in the community discussions?8?
Specifically, the Staff Proposal assertsthe plan will improve visibility for the
larger community into Utilities’ distribution planning and address community

concernsregarding the DPP 283

282 Staff Proposal at 85.
283 Staff Proposal at 85.
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Utilities and Joint CCAs support community engagementbut SDG&E
contends such activities should be streamlined acrossproceedings.?84 Utilities
maintain engaging communities should be done directly by Utilities and not
through athird-party. The Staff Proposal concurs with Utilities, stating the
Community EngagementPlan will improve efficiency, reduce costs,and allow
for improved relationships. 28

3.13.3. Party Comment
While eachof the Utilities support community engagement,eachhasa

slightly different view of the adoption of this staff recommendation. Opposing a
mandate to develop a Community EngagementPlan, SDG&E maintains the
company already consults with Tribes and key communities on awide range of
electric matters and addressesmany of the proposed requirements of this staff
recommendation.?86 SDG&E cautions that requiring a separateplan specific to
proceedings will result in fragmentation, duplication, customer fatigue, and
information saturation, all leading to participation decline and declining success
of such engagement?®’ Also pointing to the many community engagement
efforts currently underway in their service territories, PG&E contends the
company is bestpositioned to conduct outreach related to the distribution
planning process?88Taking aslightly different angle, SCErecommends the
Commission provide additional guidance on incorporating community feedback

into the planning process.Specifically, SCEasksthe Commission to clarify

284 Staff Proposal at 84 citing SDG&E Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 2.
285 Staff Proposal at 85.

286 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16-17.

287 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16-17.

288 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15-16.
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whether the concept of pending loads could be employed asa mechanism for
Utilities to addressthe specific needs of the communities they serve 28

Joint CCAs also comment on this proposal, expressing support and
highlighting that such engagementis already occurring between Utilities and
CCAs on amore than annual basisbut needsmore consistency2°° Pointing to
Tribal communities “left behind in building the modern distribution system,”
Vote Solar supports the requirement of a Community EngagementPlan and its
shift from reactive application-based engagementto proactive community
engagement?°1 Vote Solar recommends more coordination between findings
from the Climate Adaptation & Vulnerability Assessment(CAVA) Report and
the annual GNA/DDOR. 2%2Tesla,EDF/NRDC, Local Government Sustainable
Energy Coalition, and SBUA also support this proposal, with EDF/NRDC calling

for improved coordination and streamlining acrossproceedings.?®3

3.13.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the Staff Proposal recommendation to require

Utilities to submit a service territory Community EngagementPlan that will
address: (1) how community needs(including the Tribal community,
disadvantaged community, and environmental social justice and equity concerns

are incorporated into Utilities’ DPPs;(2) how Utilities will comply with the AB 50

289 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24-25.

290 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 9-10.
291\/ote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4-5.
292\/ote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5.

293 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 13; EDF/NRDC Opening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 2-5;Local Government Sustainable Energy Coalition Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22;and SBUA Reply Comments to March 13,2024
Ruling at 4-5.
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requirements for an annual community DPP meeting; and (3) how Utilities will
meet the data sharing requirements establishedin AB 50.As the Community
EngagementPlan is part of the DPP, Utilities shall provide one plan annually
prior to the commencementof the DPP;i.e, May 1 of eachyear. The
Commission’s intention in adopting this annual requirement is to ensure
compliance with the requirements of AB 50.

Utilities contend they already have community engagementactivities in
place 2®* The Commission agreesthat the record shows such engagement
activities are occurring. In responseto SDG&E’s concernsof duplication and
customer fatigue discussedin Section 3.13.3,the Commission clarifies it is not
asking Utilities to duplicate theseactivities, rather the Commission is asking
Utilities to provide documentation, on an annual basis,how the community
engagementactivities (many of which may already be occurring) addressthe
specific topics laid out in the table above. If any listed topic is not addressed by
current community engagementactivities, Utilities should explain what new
activity will addressthe topic. Regarding concernsof duplication and
inconsistency, the Commission intends that the Community EngagementPlan
should help facilitate Utilities’ implementation of standardized and consistent
outreach.

SCEasksthe Commission to provide additional guidance on how to
incorporate feedback from community engagementmeetings regarding load
growth and the pending load category. The Commission agreesthat the pending

load category could be employed asa mechanism for Utilities to addressthe

294 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15-16;SCEOpening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 24-25;and SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at
16-17.
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specific needs of communities they serve 2% As stated in the Staff Proposal,
coordination and customer outreach efforts should be included asa minimum
requirement of the pending loads category.2%

In comments to the proposed decision, SBUA points to the Environmental
and Social JusticePlan 2.0that specifically mentions the integration of equity and
accessconsiderations throughout Commission proceedings and efforts to include
hard-to-reach customers2°’ Similarly, Center for Accessible Technology requests
the Commission include specific requirements to ensure that communication is
accessibleto customerswith certain disabilities, including American Sign
Language, Braille, large print, etc.and compliance with web accessibility
standards.?°® The Commission finds theseadditions reasonableand adds the
following requirement to the Community EngagementPlan to the three
requirements listed in Section3.13.1above: (4) how Utilities plan to extend
outreach to hard-to-reach customers according to Goal 1.1.10f the
Environmental and SocialJusticePlan 2.0.Further, this decision adds the
following requirement to the RequiredTopicsto BeDescribedn Utility Service
Territory Community EngagemenPlanslisted in Table 11 above: a plan to ensure
language accessibility and disability accessibility.?®® Additionally, CalCCA states
that “CCAs have received feedback from community representatives that

[Utility] staff presenting at community engagementmeeting were unable to

295 SeeSCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.

2% Staff Proposal at 74.

297 SBUA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 9.

298 Center for Accessible Technology Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2-3.

29 Key complete written materials must be available in large print, Braille, or audio format upon
request. American Sign Language (ASL) translations shall be available in any in-person or
broadcastaudio materials, including video relay options for phone or video discussions.
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satisfactorily respond to questions about planned capacity upgrades;” CalCCA
assertsthis causesfrustration and “wastes time.” 30 CalCCA requeststhat having
a knowledgeable Utility representative at the meeting canimprove the overall
customer engagementexperience and should be required. 30t Accordingly, this
decision adds one additional requirement to the RequiredTopicsto BeDescribedn
Utility ServiceTerritory Community EngagemenPlanslisted in Table 11 above: a
plan to ensure that the staff member present at the meetings has a thorough
understanding of the DPEP and is available to provide information and address
any questions regarding proposed capacity upgrades.

3.14. Require Utilities to Deprioritize DIDF
to Free Up Stakeholder Time302

This decision adopts Option 3 of this proposal that changesthe focus of the
DIDF to facilitating transparency in distribution planning and monitoring
distribution planning improvements. The DDOR shall be replaced by the
Distribution Upgrade Project Report and the DPAG shall be maintained to
provide transparency of this report and other related distribution planning
reports and the DPP asawhole. As discussed below, the record shows that the
DIDF hasand will likely continue to have little successn its current form.

3.14.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission deprioritize the DIDF

processand provides three options: 1) continue the DIDF processasis until after
the Track 1 Phase2 DIDF evaluation; 2) continue the DIDF processasis, but with

no reforms, until after the Track 1 Phase2 DIDF evaluation; and 3) shift focus of

300 CalCCA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 9-10.
301 CalCCA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10.

302 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.4.3.
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the DIDF now from investment deferral to facilitating DPP transparency and
monitoring DPP improvements. The Staff Proposal highlights that meeting
California’s electrification goals requires Utilities to build additional distribution
capacity and contends that continued focus on deferring distribution
infrastructure projects “is potentially counterproductive.” 393

3.14.2. Background and Rationale
Recognizing that previous attempts at deferring distribution infrastructure

projects have not beensuccessful,parties generally agreethat DIDF reform is
necessarybut to different degrees.Utilities support pausing any form or the use
of the DPAG until Track 1, Phase2. Whereas Cal Advocates also supports reform
while continuing the DPAG, calling it atransparent window into the DPP 304
With the anticipated evaluation of the DIDF in Track 1, PhaseZ2, the Staff
Proposal recommends the Commission act now asa step toward wholistic
reform becauseof the lack of successfor point-specific deferral projects. The Staff
Proposal agreeswith Cal Advocates that the current processis valuable for the
public. With respectto Option 1, i.e, status quo, the Staff Proposal notes that
some stakeholders continue to bein favor of making incremental changesto the
DIDF processleading up to the wholistic reform in Track 1, Phase2.3% However,
the Staff Proposal notes that with Option 2,i.e., no reform or DPAG, lessstaff and

party resourceswould be needed3° Finally, with Option 3, a refocus of DIDF

303 Staff Proposal at 89.
304 Staff Proposal at 89 citing Cal Advocates Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 17.

305 Staff Proposal at 89-90citing to Clean Coalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 23
and Microgrid ResourcesCoalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 4.

306 Staff Proposal at 90.
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from deferral to transparency and improving DPP, the Staff Proposal contends
this would be a more obvious move to wholistic DIDF reform. 307

3.14.3. Party Comment
Parties generally agreethat the DIDF successwas limited. As discussed

below, many parties support deprioritizing DIDF, but a few advocate for the
continued pursuit of the use of distributed energy resourcesin deferral
opportunities.

While not disputing the lack of successof the DIDF, the Joint CCAs oppose
“scrap[ping] the deferral component of DIDF without replacing it with any other
mechanism for point-specific competitive procurements for distribution grid
services.™% Joint CCAs assertthat Option 3 of this proposal is not well-
supported and ignores issuescontributing to the DIDF’s lack of success®®?
Instead, Joint CCAs support continuing DIDF in its current form until a “holistic
re-evaluation of DIDF in Track 1, Phase2.”310

Clean Coalition echoesJoint CCAs concernsabout Option 3 asserting that
the DIDF needsto be amended to truly give the full opportunities for distributed
energy resource deferral.3!1

Teslasupports Option 3 given the problems with DIDF and the
disappointing number of successfulprojects, aswell asthe urgent needto focus

on building out the distribution grid to accommodate transportation and

307 Staff Proposal at 90.
308 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.

309 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12 citing April 18,2022Reply
Commissions of Silicon Valley Clean Energy Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy Authority,
Marin Clean Energy, SanJoseClean Energy Authority, and SonomaClean Power Authority.

310 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.
311 Clean Coalition Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.
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building electrification. 312While not specifically supporting a particular option,
PACT statesthat it agreesthat the current DIDF should be prioritized but that
Utilities should continue to look at deferral options.3¥ EDF/NRDC support the
overarching goal of deprioritizing the DIDF but support the consideration of
alternative tools in Track 1 Phase2 “to support the deployment of grid-beneficial
distributed energy resourcesand load flexibility, including where they facilitate
deferral of grid upgrade needs.”3!4

Cal Advocates supports suspension of the annual DIDF reform processes
and, basedon expended resourcesand costs,the solicitation component of the
DIDF.3>However, Cal Advocates proposesthe Commission should ensure a
successorto DIDF preservesthe core oversight mechanisms of the DIDF,
including identifying grid needs.Hence, Cal Advocates supports retaining the
GNA and DDOR, or its equivalent, asit provides transparency in planning and
identifying distribution solutions.3'6 Cal Advocates also proposes the retention of
the DPAG workshops, or their equivalent, astheseallow attendeesto raise
guestions and make comments and could be expanded to discuss other elements
of the DPEP 37 Further, while supporting the elimination of the DIDF
solicitation, Cal Advocates asksthe Commission to consider alternative processes

to offer ways of incorporating non-wires alternatives in the DPEP 318

312 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.

S1I3PACT Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 15.
S14EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27.

315 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 36-38.
316 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 35-36.
317 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 36.
318 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 37-38.
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Utilities all support the adoption of Option 3 for this proposal, including
the discontinuation of DIDF, which SCEcontends haslimited deferral
opportunity asit relies on post-planning single assetdeferral.3°® SCEproposes
that a holistic and dependable load management strategy, which identifies load
management opportunities early in the planning process,could utilize and
manage existing capacity and efficiently deploy capacity expansion.3°PG&E
supports pausing the deferral aspectsof the DIDF until completion of the Track 1
Phase2 re-evaluation, asserting that this will allow a reallocation of resources
and a focus shift from deferral to providing capacity for customers 3?1 SDG&E
advocatesfor the refocusing of DIDF but cautions against excessivereporting
that detract from grid needsreporting without clear benefits.32?

3.14.4. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the Staff Proposal recommendation to refocus the

entire DIDF processfrom adistribution investment deferral solicitation process
to a processfocused on the facilitation of improving transparency of the DPP and
monitoring distribution planning improvements. The Commission agreeswith
Cal Advocates that continuing the DPAG meetings will assistthe Commission in
providing transparency of the Distribution Upgrade Project Report, the successor
to the DDOR adopted in this subsection,and any other annual reports related to
distribution planning. This will allow for stakeholder participation and input

into the DPP, creating that transparency. Further, the lack of successin the DIDF

over the past five years—despite the significant amount of dedicated resources—

319 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27.

320 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.
321 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 18.
322 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
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weighs heavy on the Commission’s determination. Additionally, asdiscussed
below, this determination alsotakesinto consideration the Track 1 Phase2
objective of re-evaluating the DIDF on awholistic basis.

While all parties agreethat DIDF had limited successthis decision begins
the discussion with the proposal by Joint CCAs to continue DIDF until the
Commission can conduct athorough evaluation in Track 1 Phase2.323Joint CCAs
assertthat the Staff Proposal’s justification for this proposal and for Option 3is
not well-supported and ignores issuescontributing to the DIDF’s lack of success.
Responding to this proposal, EDF/NRDC maintain that the Commission’s focus
should be on load managementand load flexibility and, asrecommended by
SCE,areview of distributed energy resourcesearlier in distribution planning. 324
350Bay Area agrees,contending that distributed energy resourcesare an integral
component of evolving load and supply in grid planning and operation.32%In
reply comments, SCEalso suggeststhat demand flexibility is another avenue to
animate deferral opportunities. 326

The Commission finds that basedon the record of this proceeding, the
DIDF is insufficient at soliciting distributed energy resourcesto defer grid
investments.3?” The Commission concludes that it is not prudent to continue to
use Commission and party time and resourcesto take small steps(i.e,, the annual

DIDF Reform process)to correct an insufficient framework, when what is needed

323 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12.

324EDF/NRDC Reply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 12 and SCEOpening Comments
to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.

325350Bay Area Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
326 SCEReply Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.

327 See for example, Staff Proposal at 87-88.
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is awholistic evaluation, aspreviously envisioned in the Order opening this
rulemaking and the subsequent Scoping Memo. The Commission agreeswith
EDF/NRDC and SCEthat distributed energy resourcesshould be considered as
part of the DPP and early in the process.

It should be noted that a June?21,2024Administrative Law JudgesRuling
Reformingthe 2024/202istribution InvestmentDeferralFrameworlkCycle(DIDF),
Off Rampingthe PartnershipPilot and Granting the Motions to TemporarilySuspend
Portionsofthe DIDF granted Utilities’ motion to suspend the solicitation aspects
of the DIDF for the 2024-202%cycle. In that ruling, Utilities showed that due to
interconnection barriers presented by a CAISO cluster study delay, conducting a
DIDF solicitation for the 2024-2025ycle would likely result in no contracts. That
ruling alsofound that granting the motion would save utility, Commission, and
stakeholder time and resources,and ultimately ratepayer funds. This decision
affirms the June21,2024ruling.

For thesereasons,the Commission should adopt Option 3 from the Staff
Proposal. However, two modifications are required.

First, Cal Advocates, while supporting the elimination of the DIDF
solicitation and reform efforts, proposes maintaining the DPAG meetings or an
equivalent. Cal Advocates maintains this will promote stakeholder engagement
and transparency. Transparency is an objective of the Staff Proposal, and an
objective of the Commission. Accordingly, the DPAG, or its equivalent, and the
related meetings are maintained by this decision.

Second,adoption of this proposal results in a change of emphasis from
distribution deferral to distribution upgrades. Accordingly, it is reasonableto
rename the DDOR; the new name shall be the Distribution Upgrade Project

Report.
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In comments to the proposed decision, CalCCA notesthat there are many
current filing requirements in the GNA/DDOR that are deferral related.32®
CalCCA requestsclarification in reporting requirements for Option 3. This
decision clarifies that the reporting requirements establishedin the 2024DIDF
Ruling will continue to apply to Option 3, adopted in this decision.

3.15. Require Utilities to Include Metrics to Evaluate
Equity in Utility Distribution Plan Reporting 32°

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to include metrics to
evaluate equity in utility distribution plan reporting. The record indicates value
in exploring thesemetrics to analyze equity in the DPP. The Commission agrees
that additional stakeholder details are required and directs Utilities to hold a
workshop to develop thesedetails. As further discussedbelow, following the
workshop, Utilities shall submit an advice letter proposing the metrics.

3.15.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends the Commission require Utilities to

include the following additional equity data in their GNA and DDOR filings
when the equipment/facility clearly servesa setof customers: (1) percentage of
customers served by the relevant equipment/facility that are enrolled in the
Commission’s California Alternate Ratesfor Energy (CARE) and/or the federal
Family Electric Rate Assistance (FERA) programs; (2) the CalEnviroScreen 4.0, or
the most recent update at the time of filing, percentile for the areaserved by the
relevant equipment/facility; and (3) whether the equipment/facility servesa

disadvantaged community. 330

328 CalCCA Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 4.
329 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.4.4.
330 Staff Proposal at 91.
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3.15.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal contends this data will help the Commission and

stakeholders evaluate the extent to which equity is presentin the DPP 33!
Additionally, the Staff Proposal maintains that reporting this information over
time will assistthe Commission in tracking how equitably distribution grid
upgrades are distributed.

3.15.3. Party Comment
PG&E supports this proposal with the three proposed metrics, and asserts

that the metrics, which align well with other proceedings, will bring increased
transparency into which investments support income-qualified customers and
those facing environmental and socioeconomicimpacts.33? Questioning how
developing thesemetrics will translate into more equitable distribution planning,
SDG&E opposesthis staff recommendation and maintains the company hasan
obligation to serve all customers regardless of demographics.

SDG&E maintains that, through current distribution planning forecasts
and processesthe company engageswith stakeholders and community
organizations to deploy equity programs and initiatives in those communities
and prioritizes deployment of cleanresourcesin low-income and disadvantaged
communities through those programs.333

Neither supporting nor opposing the staff recommendation, SCEcautions
modifying the DPEPto use equity asan input without further clarification and

definition. 334 SCEstatesthat it is unclear what questions the three metrics intend

331 Staff Proposal at 91.

332 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
333 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 18.
334 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.
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to answer. Further, SCEcontends that “high level data that comparesupgrades
in various regions will have little value without the consideration of other
data.3®>Hence, SCEproposes the Commission define how to determine whether
lack of equity is a problem in the DPP and what variables are correlated with
improved equity. 336

EDF/NRDC support this proposal stating that it is critical the Commission
ensuresthat Utilities’ distribution system investments do not leave behind
vulnerable communities. EDF/NRDC state that it supports a proposal to require
this in the energization proceeding and recommends alignment between the two
reporting mechanisms, if adopted.33’ Vote Solar supports this recommendation
and encouragesthe Commission to require this in the 2025DPP Cycle with the
year 2018as a baseline for comparison.338 Teslaand GPI also support this
proposal.33°

3.15.4. Commission Determination
Basedon the support indicated by the record, this decision adopts the

proposal to require Utilities to annually evaluate equity in distribution plan
reporting. Thereis value in exploring these metrics to annually analyze equity in
the DPP. However, the Commission agreesthat additional stakeholder input is
required to ensure that the appropriate correlated variables are taken into

accountwhen analyzing the metrics and equity. Accordingly, this decision

335 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.
338 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.
337 EDF Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27.
338 \ote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 3.

339 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14 and GPI Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
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directs Utilities to hold aworkshop to discussfurther exploration of the metrics
and correlated variables. However, in comments to the proposed decision, the
Center for Accessible Technology proposes an additional metric for
consideration: customers with medical needsor disabilities who rely on utility
servicesand are enrolled in the Medical Baselineprogram or receive equivalent
medical discounts, contending this data will help better understand these
vulnerable populations without creating a significant burden for Utilities, who
already track this information. 34° The Commission finds this reasonableand adds
this fourth metric, percentage of customers enrolled in the Medical Baseline
program, for consideration during the workshop.

Utilities shall hold the workshop no later than 90 days from the issuanceof
this decision. Within 45days following the workshop, Utilities shall submit a
Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting approval of afinal setof metrics and any
correlated variables. This timeline will allow for consideration of thesemetrics in
the 2026DPP cycle.

In comments to the proposed decision, Vote Solar proposes the equity
metrics be adopted as part of the GNA/DDOR processto ensure that tracking is
done on an annual basis3*! As previously stated, the Staff Proposal maintains
that reporting this information over time will assistthe Commission in tracking
how equitably distribution grid upgrades are distributed. Hence, establishing
equity tracking aspart of the GNA/DDOR processwill enablethis objective to

be reached and clarify that this tracking is intended to be regularly conducted.

340 Center for Accessible Technology Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 1.

341\/ote Solar Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 1.
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The Commission clarifies that while these metrics are requested for
evaluation purposes, there is no framework wherein equity metrics are used for
forecasting or planning distribution. The intention of this proposal is an annual
evaluation of equity in distribution planning and doesnot involve modifying the
planning processbasedon equity considerations. The Commission notes that
Utilities are required to serve all customers, regardless of demographics, and that
the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 will include an equity scenariothat will
provide additional information in late 2025for the Commission to consider,
which may include measuresfor modifying the distribution planning process
basedon equity considerations.

3.16. Require Utilities to Include Metrics to Track
Project Execution in Utility Distribution Plan
Reporting 342

As described below, this decision adopts the Staff Proposal on metrics to
track project execution but requires additional data to be included, basedupon
external direction. The record shows that collection of this data will provide
more transparency of the execution of distribution capacity projections and the
distribution planning processand fulfill the requirements of Pub. Util. Code
§933.5(a)(2).

3.16.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

include additional details on all ongoing and the prior three years completed
distribution capacity projects in their public DDOR filings. Table 12 provides the
list of proposed distribution capacity project additional details. In addition, each

DDOR filing should include asectionon current total spending on distribution

342 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.4.5.
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capacity, including actual spending in the previous year, actual spending in the
current year to date, and approved funding from the most recent GRC for

equivalent time periods.

Table 12
Additional Details for All Ongoing and Prior Three Years Completed
Distribution Capacity Projects

DDOR ProjectID from all past DDOR reports.

Year the project was first identified within distribution planning.

Associated Grid Needs identified within distribution planning.

A list of any known load associatedwith the project.

Original expected operating date from first identification within
distribution planning.

Current project status.

Current expectedor actual operating date.

Difference between original expectedand current expected operating
date, if applicable.

Difference between original expectedand actual operating date, if
applicable.

Related substation and circuit, if applicable.

A ‘Yes' or ‘N0’ responseto whether the related piecesof infrastructure
are currently included or have beenincluded in the past5yearsin any
other distribution workstream, for example included within a wildfire
hardening project or tagged for assetrepair. For every ‘Yes’ response,
include a simple categorization of the other workstreams where related
infrastructure hasbeenincluded, e.g ‘Asset Repair’ or ‘Wildfire.’

For completed projects, a‘Yes’ or ‘N0’ responseto whether historical
loading from the most recent planning cycle confirms the need for the
project (For example, whether the most recent historical loading on a
circuit, asadjusted to 1in 10for usein distribution planning, exceedsthe
capacity of the old infrastructure). This should look at adjusted historical
loading data and not future forecasts.

For completed projects, a‘Yes’ or ‘N0’ responseto whether forecast
loading for the next 5 yearsin the most recent planning cycle confirms
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Table 12
Additional Details for All Ongoing and Prior Three Years Completed
Distribution Capacity Projects
the need for the project (For example, whether the most recent forecast
for circuit loading over the next five years, asused in distribution
planning, exceedsthe capacity of the old infrastructure).
For completed projects, cost of the project and expenseaccount where
the costis recorded.

3.16.2. Background and Rationale
According to the Staff Proposal, distribution capacity project delays and

lengthy energization timelines in the PG&E service territory have beencausedby
the redirecting of funds to wildfire-related work. 343 The Staff Proposal asserts
that requiring this additional data will provide the Commission and stakeholders
transparency with respectto the execution of distribution capacity projects as
well asthe DPP.

3.16.3. Party Comment
SCEsupports the tracking and reporting of load growth capacity projects

in this proceeding but opposesthe proposal to incorporate costtracking, asthat
should be done exclusively in a costrecovery application. 3** SCErecommends
the Commission establish a processwhere Utilities, stakeholders, and the
Commission develop reasonablereporting and tracking requirements taking into
account stakeholder needsand technical requirements.3® SCE cautions against
the required spending comparison or tracking of any costs,asthis could lead to

contention around a topic that is not part of the annual DPP 346

343 Staff Proposal at 92.

344 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 29.
345 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 29.
346 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 29.
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Contending this proposal could lead to redundancy and administrative
burden, SDG&E submits that a GRC, not this proceeding, is the appropriate
forum for the prudency of distribution investments to be assessed*’ Hence,
SDG&E opposesthe inclusion of metrics to track project execution in this
proceeding.

PG&E supports the proposal but not the inclusion of all proposed metrics.
PG&E assertsthe data should only be forward-looking becausePG&E does not
have some of the historical data available for all projects.34 PG&E further asserts
that data for other distribution workstreams “would be extremely challenging to
determine and provide. 3*° Additionally, sinceinvestment justification is basedon
aforward-looking forecast, PG&E contendsit is not possible to determine a
completed investment’s justification using historical data. Last, PG&E asserts
restricting the reporting requirement to projects in the past year is prudent
becausePG&E would otherwise needto expend incremental ratepayer funds to
createforecastswithout completed projects.3%0

EDF/NRDC support this proposal but propose that, in order to minimize
the burden from duplicative reporting, the Commission should align these
metrics with those developed in the ongoing proceeding to establish energization
timelines and other relevant requirements.35!

Vote Solarrecommends increased coordination from Utilities” CAVA

Report and the annual GNA DDOR. Further, Vote Solar proposesthe

347 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 18.

348 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

3499 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.

350 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
S1EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.
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Commission develop a method to evaluate how well eachUtility doestoward
operating an open and fair distribution system and reward or penalize utility
revenue requirements depending on progress.3°?

Cal Advocates supports this proposal but proposes a processchange
whereby the Commission requires Ultilities to include a section on total
distribution capacity spending compared to approved GRC funding in the next
DDOR, or its successor.33

3.16.4. Commission Determination
Pub. Util. Code §932(a)(1) statesthat to “improve the speedat which

energization and service upgrades are performed, eachelectrical corporation that
distributes electricity must improve its advance planning, engineering, and
construction of increaseddistribution and transmission system capacity.”
Further, Pub. Util. Code 8932 (a)(11)statesthat the Commission “should
establish reporting requirements requiring eachelectrical corporation that
distributes electricity to report the extent to which it complied with the target
deadlines and the reasonsfor its noncompliance.” Accordingly, Pub. Util. Code
§933.5(a)(2) directs the Commission to establish “annual reporting
requirements, while leveraging existing reporting requirements for
interconnections of generation and storage wherever possible, for the electrical
corporations to report customer energization projects in order to evaluate the
electrical corporation’s fulfilment of timely electric service.”

The Staff Proposal proposes this recommendation to provide more

transparency of the execution of distribution capacity projections and the

352\/ote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 5-6.
353 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 39.
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distribution planning process3®* This additional data in the DDOR filings will
also lead to fulfillment of Pub. Util. Code §933.5(a)(2).

As discussedin the prior section, EDF/NRDC recommend the
Commission collect this data within the Energization Rulemaking. In the
March 28,2024 AssignedCommissioner'$§copingMemoandRuling for R.24-01-018
(Order Instituting Rulemakingto EstablishEnergizationTimelineg, the assigned
Commissioner includes the establishment of reporting requirements. It is the
intent of the Commission to coordinate between thesetwo proceedings. The
Commission recognizesthat the data listed above that needsto be collected fits
with the known load tracking data establishedin this proceeding and is best
added asincremental data collected in this proceeding rather than creating a new
reporting requirement that would need to be matched with the known load data.
However, to ensure both proceedings have accesdo this useful data, the
Commission requires that Utilities also file this information in R.24-01-018.

As described above, SCEand SDG&E request that cost data not be
included aspart of this proceeding and, instead, be collected through a GRC or
other costrecovery application. The DDOR already reports on costdata with the
Locational Net Benefit Analysis. The Commission finds it is necessaryto consider
costsof infrastructure projectsin order to understand the benefit of avoiding
such a project.

Relatedly, PG&E requeststhat the data be forward looking only,
contending alack of historical data. The Commission recognizesthis challenge
and directs Utilities to develop the ability to report on past projects so that all

data can befiled in the future when available.

354 Staff Proposal at 92.
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Becauseof the need for a coordinated effort, the project execution tracking
data shown in Table 13 below is added to this proposal. Utilities shall track and
report thesedatesfor new or upgraded feeder lines; substation upgrades; and

new substations.

Table 13
Additional Project Execution Tracking Data
The date a customer submits an energization request

The date the upstream capacity project is initiated

The date for completing the capacity project

Utilities shall record and report the time taken for eachof the
distribution capacity project steps: (1) Engineering study or Needs
Identification; (2) Scoping or Solutioning; (3) Design; (4) Easements,
Permitting, Licensing and Sourcing; and (5) Construction.

The date a customer’s energization requestis fulfilled.

Accordingly, the proposal to include metrics to track project execution in
utility distribution plan reporting is adopted with one modification. Utilities
shall develop the report to include data listed in Table 12and Table 13 above.
Historical data shall be presented once available. This data shall be included in
the annual DDOR (revised in this decision to be the Distribution Upgrade Project
Report) and known load data to be filed on August 15,2025and annually

thereafter.

In comments to the proposed decision, EDF/NRDC requeststhe
Commission to modify Table 13to include the date a customer’s energization
requestis fulfiled. EDF/NRDC assertthat, while included asa data point

tracked in the Energization proceeding, requiring this asa data point in this
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proceeding would comply with Pub. Util. Code §933.53°° CALSTART also
supports this request, contending this would ensure alignment with the
Energization proceeding.®*¢ The Commission agreesthat including the date a
customer’s energization requestis fulfilled is reasonableasit would align with
metrics adopted in the Energization proceeding. Hence, Table 13is modified to
include this metric.

3.17. Require Utilities to Track and Report Up-to-Date
Known Load Projects to the CEC3%

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to track and report
known load projects to the CEC. As discussed below, a prior ruling directed
Utilities to coordinate with the CEC regarding all large known load projects.
Hence, this decision modifies the proposal to omit the creation of a databaseand
directs Utilities to supplement currently provided data to include all known
load. Further, the record shows that this data is and should remain confidential.

3.17.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

createand share a single current databaseof known load projects with the
Commission and the CEC. The Staff Proposal anticipates that through the
database,the Commission and CEC will be able to track whether specific known
load projects materialize. Table 14 provides alist of the required details of the

known load data.

Table 14
Known Load Data Requirements

Unique project identifier.

SSEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 6.
3% CALSTART Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 8.

357 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.4.6.
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Impact circuit.

Original requestedin-service date.

Load amount.

Forecastin-service date.

Customer type: Residential, Commercial, or Industrial.

Customer load category: Agricultural Water Pump, Mega Tract Homes,
Cultivation, Medium/Heavy Duty Commercial Electric Vehicle Charger,
etc.

Designate whether it is a Transportation Electrification-related load.

Type of Transportation Electrification load, if applicable: Light Duty,
Medium Duty, Heavy Duty, Offroad.
Designate whether the load is embedded or incremental.

3.17.2. Background and Rationale
Pointing to two prior DIDF Reform Rulings, the Staff Proposal statesthat

theserulings require Utilities to track known load in GNA/DDOR filings,
provide data to determine whether the loads materialize, identify the types of
customer requeststhat lead to known load, and develop a uniform list of
customer types and customer load categories3*® Hence, the Staff Proposal asserts
Utilities are already tracking this data. The Staff Proposal contends providing

this data to the Commission and CEC will provide improved insight into the
DPP and inform IEPRload growth forecast3>°In addition, the Kevala DIDF

Evaluation and Recommendations also recommended implementation of a

358 Staff Proposal at 93 citing June 16,2022DIDF Reform Ruling and May 19,2023DIDF Reform
Ruling.

359 Staff Proposal at 93.
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known load databaseto sharewith CEC 2% This recommendation was supported
by Joint CCAs.361

3.17.3. Party Comment
Vote Solar supports the creation of a known-load databasewith all Utility

data. Vote Solar proposes the databasebe available in 2024to assistthe CECin
the development of the IEPR and arguesthat waiting to incorporate this data
into the 2027IEPRwould widen the climate gap.362 Similarly, EDF/NRDC
proposes alignment with requirements of AB 2700,that Utilities “employ awide
array of data, including data collected by the CEC, aspart of their DPP for
transportation electrification.” 363 Teslaalso supports this proposal.364

SCEsupports the sharing of load project tracking information with the
Commission and the CEC, asserting this will aid in data visibility and joint
tasks 365 However, SCEcontends this information is not public becauseof
customer confidentiality provisions.36¢To avoid theseconcerns,SCEproposes
that Utilities collaborate with Commission staff to develop an alternative
reporting framework that could include aggregated data.36”

PG&E supports this proposal with the caveatthat all confidentiality

concernsare addressed. Noting the company already provides known load data

360 Staff Proposal at 92 citing Distribution InvestmentDeferralFrameworkEvaluationand
Recommendation&evala, Inc. at 15.

361 Staff Proposal at 92 citing Joint CCAs Opening Comments on April 6 Ruling.
362\/ote Solar Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
363EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.

364 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.

365 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.

366 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.

367 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.
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to CEC prior to publishing the GNA and DDOR, PG&E cautions that
development of the new data and databasewill take time and cannot occur
before the fourth quarter of 2025368

SDG&E submits that Utilities supplement the CEC’s system-level load
forecastwith the most up-to-date known load information, which SDG&E
contends has proven effective to SDG&E in meeting its customers’ needs36°
SDG&E questions how a dynamic changing databaseas proposed in this staff
recommendation can be effectively incorporated into the system level IEPR
annual update.3’° SDG&E also questions whether the GPI call for a discount
factor for known load is consistentwith Ultilities’ obligation to serve3’!
Furthermore, SDG&E argues that the Staff Proposal does not explain why this
databaseis necessarywhen the information on known load is already required
by previous rulings and sharing this databasemay pose data management,
compatibility, security protocol and logistical integration challenges37?

3.17.4. Commission Determination
In the June21,2021DIDF Reform Ruling, Reform #5 directed Ultilities to

“coordinate with the CEC for all large known load projects prior to filing
GNA/DDOR.” 33 Further, the June16,2022DIDF Reform Ruling found it
reasonableto facilitate tracking of known load year after year to determine if

they materialize.” As such, this ruling directed Ultilities to include a spreadsheet

368 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.

369 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
370 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19.
3711 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 19-20.
372 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
373June212021DIDF Reform Ruling at 5.
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of known load projects with their 2022GNA DDOR filing. 374 Noting that because
Utilities were already tracking this data and reporting some of the data to CEC,
the Staff Proposal proposed a databaseof all known load project data be
provided to the CEC.

In consideration of the data collection already being conducted and the
potential confidentiality of the data, ascautioned by SCEand PG&E, the
Commission finds a separatedatabaseof known load data would be redundant
and burdensome. However, as Utilities are currently providing the CEC with
certain known load data, requiring Utilities to provide CEC with all known load
data is reasonableand, asnoted by SCE,will aid CEC and the Commission in
data visibility and joint tasks. Accordingly, Utilities shall supplement currently
provided data to include all known load that would be reported in the
GNA/DDOR, the circuit and substation the known load is associatedwith, the
geographic designation at the most granular level that is consistent acrossknown
load, (i.e., zip code)and include all used load shapesassociatedwith customer
type and category. Data shall be provided in such away that it is possible to
track which known load becomeactual projects and the timeframe in which they
do so.

This decision determines that the data provided to CEC s not intended for
public use. SCEand PG&E caution against the data being made publicly
available. As discussedabove, both SCEand PG&E maintain that the
Commission must honor customer confidentiality provisions. In the alternative,

SCEproposes a framework that could include aggregated data. The Commission

374 June 16,2022DIDF Reform Ruling at 11.
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finds it unnecessaryto make this data available becauseknown load data is
already published annually in the DPP with the GNA and DDOR.

3.18. Require Utilities to Facilitate Better Coordination
and Data Sharing Between the DPP and
Transportation Electrification Planning 37

This decision directs Utilities to support implementation of the upcoming
TEPPframework, and integration of relevant inputs and assumptions from the
framework into the DPP.

3.18.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
In preparation for the increasedload on the grid and acceleratedcapacity

demand from transportation electrification, the Commission and CEC has
undertaken efforts to define and locate areasof the grid that will require
upgrades to accommodate electric vehicles.3’¢ The Staff Proposal recommends
that the Commission require Utilities to be prepared to provide any data
required to implement the TEPP,if adopted by the Commission, and to
incorporate the outputs of the adopted TEPPinto the DPP 377

3.18.2. Background and Rationale
Explaining that the TEPPwill identify areasof high electric vehicle

charging load growth, the Staff Proposal statesthat the TEPPwill produce
outputs for usein the DPP and may useinformation from the DPP asinputs. The
Staff Proposal contends that while the pending loads category recommended for
development in the Staff Proposal is primarily aimed at identifying uncertain but
likely loads in year two to year four of the forecast,the pending loads category

could be expanded in year 10 of the forecastto incorporate the areasof electric

375 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 3.4.7.
376 Staff Proposal at 93-94.
377 Staff Proposal at 94.
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vehicle loading identified in the implemented TEPP3278 The Staff Proposal asserts
this would satisfy the requirement to incorporate the outputs of the TEPP37°

3.18.3. Party Comment
Teslasupports this proposal. Teslastated that given the purpose of the

TEPPIs to identify the grid areasneeding to be updated to accommodate
medium and heavy-duty vehicles, “it makes sensethat this effort would be
closely integrated with the DPP."3°EDF/NRDC concurs but highlights other
resourcessuch asthe National Zero-Emission Freight Corridor Strategy and
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory’ Medium- and Heavy-Duty Electric
Vehicle Infrastructure —Load Operations and Deployment Modeling tool.38!

Agreeing the incremental transportation electrification load is an impactful
challenge, SCEsupports the planning for suchload in the mid- and long-term
planning years. Noting the development commencementof the TEPP
Framework, SCEcontends this framework should develop transportation
electrification related assumptions and methodologies that can be applied in
DPP 38 As such, SCEproposes that when this framework hasadopted such
assumptions and methodologies, Utilities can“use those inputs to support
developing load forecasts.”83

SDG&E confirms the company’s commitment to supporting the

transportation electrification rulemaking and recognizescoordination between

378 Staff Proposal at 94.

379 Staff Proposal at 94.

380 TeslaOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 14.
381EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28-30.
382 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.

383 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
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the two proceedings is important. However, SDG&E assertsthe need for a clear
processfor such coordination to ensurethat outputs of the TEPPinitiative are
incorporated effectively into elements of this proceeding.3®4

PG&E also supports this proposal but requeststhe Commission confirm
that the outputs of the TEPP“should be areasonablebasisfor aforecastto justify
project investment in the GRC, not just for planning.” 38 PG&E cautions the
commission that without this explicit approval, the DPP will no longer align with
the GRC 386

3.18.4. Commission Determination
This decision directs Utilities to be prepared to support implementation of

the TEPPframework. The Commission issued the Order Instituting Rulemaking
Regarding Transportation Electrification Policy and Infrastructure on
December20,2023.0n April 12,2024,the Assigned Commissioner issued the
Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling stating the intention to
establish a TEPPframework with the objective of creating unified inputs and
assumptions for planning processes.As stated in Section 3.7 above, the
Commission recognizesthe importance of coordination between thesetwo
proceedings.

As shown in the record of this proceeding, parties support the
coordination between thesetwo proceedings. The Commission recognizesthe
comments of EDF/NRDC proposing the Commission to consider other resources
such asthe National Zero-Emission Freight Corridor Strategy and Lawrence

Berkeley National Laboratory’ Medium- and Heavy-Duty Electric Vehicle

384 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
385 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
386 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 20.
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Infrastructure —Load Operations and Deployment Modeling tool. However, the
Commission determines that consideration of these other resourcesshould be
addressedin the Transportation Electrification proceeding and then fed back into
this proceeding through the TEPPframework, which asdiscussed previously,
will createunified inputs and assumptions for planning processes.

As the TEPPframework develops, this proceeding and the Transportation
Electrification proceeding will collaborate to integrate TEPP outputs into the
DPP. This may involve updates such asadapting the pending loads category as
discussedabove, developing scenariosin the DPP, and other integration efforts.

3.19. Require Utilities to Incorporate More Detail of the
Limiting Criteria into ICA Results in the Data
Portal Access 387

This decision adopts the proposal to incorporate more detail of limiting
criteria into ICA results in the data portals. However, asexplained below, the
Commission finds that describing how an upgrade would affect atimeline is
complex. Accordingly, the proposal is modified to omit the requirement to
provide typical timelines.

3.19.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission direct Utilities to add

limiting criteria to the ICA results (i.e.,the data portal map popup window
displays) to improve user understanding of hosting capacity results that are low
or zero. The limiting criteria (broadly categorized asthermal or voltage for
Generation and Load ICA maps and protection or operational flexibility for
Generation ICA maps) should include an explanation of the impact on

interconnection timelines and costs,which can be provided either in the map or

387 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.3.1.

- 138 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

in the User Guide. The Staff Proposal also recommends that the Commission
require Utilities to provide the information contained in Table 15below in the
ICA User Guides and explicitly indicate the Limiting Criteria for Generation ICA

and Load ICA.

Table 15
ICA Limiting Ciriteria by Utility
ICA Study Definition Gen | Load | Utilities’ Data Rangeand
Criteria ICA | ICA | Terms
Steady State | Max integration that X X PG&E IC Voltage: + 5%, -
Voltage canbeinstalled 1.67%(for both gen and
(SSV) without violating Rule load)
2 (Customer service SCESSVand SSVLoad:
voltage exceeding + +5%,-1.67%
5% on a 120V base.) SDG&E ICA Voltage and
Load Voltage: + 5%
Voltage Max integration that X X PG&E: + 3%
Fluctuation canbeinstalled SCEVoltage Fluctuation
without causing a and Voltage Variation
voltage variation of Load: + 3%
limit. SDG&E ICA Voltage: +
3% (no limit for load)
Thermal Max integration that X X PG&E: IC Thermal (for
canbeinstalled both gen & load)
without causing SCE:Thermal & Thermal
thermal overloads on Load
equipment. SDG&E:ICA Thermal &
Load Thermal
Protection Max generation that X PG&E: IC Protection
canbeinstalled SCE:Protection
without causing loss of SDG&E: ICA Protection
end of line (EOL)
visibility on our
protection devices that
can be hazardous to
line crews.

- 139 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

Operational Max generation that X PG&E: IC Safety
Flexibility can beinstalled SCE:ICA Op-Flex
without causing SDG&E: ICA Op-Flex
reverse power flow
(backfeed) at SCADA
devices.

3.19.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal explains that developers use ICA results to assessvhere

bestto locate perspective projects. Asserting that zero and low hosting capacity
scoresmay hamper developers from installing distributed energy resources
becauseof potential distribution grid upgrade costsand delays, the Staff
Proposal maintains that not all zero and low hosting capacity scoresrequire
distribution upgrades. The Staff Proposal contends that if details on the type of
limiting criteria are provided by Utilities, then the value of the ICA result canbe
maximized.

Referencing a seriesof stakeholder interviews conducted by Verdant
regarding Generation ICA accuracy results review, the Staff Proposal statesthat
the review indicates that only a minimal percentage of applications for
interconnection to line segmentswith insufficient ICA hosting capacity led to a
distribution upgrade.38 The Staff Proposal also cites a June 2021assessmentof
PG&E’s ICA data validation plans conducted by Quanta Technology. Echoing
the Quanta Technology recommendation to use more advanced analytics to
identify potential issueswith ICA results, the Verdant review recommends

Utilities investigate and share explanations in caseswhere hosting capacity is

388 Staff Proposal at 110. Seealso Staff Proposal at Appendix B, i.e., Section6.2.
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zero, but an interconnection application did not trigger agrid mitigation or
upgrade.389

In comments to the April 6 Ruling, Clean Coalition and GPI highlighted
accuracy and transparency of ICA data asleading to overall improvement. For
example, Clean Coalition acknowledges that the ICA User Guides state that low
hosting capacity could be causedby thermal, voltage, distribution protection, or
operational flexibility violations, but claims that the ICA results are not specific
and do not provide details of which violation causeslimited hosting capacity.3©
Calling for improved transparency and details, Clean Coalition assertsthat a
developer should not needto download data or reach out to utility engineersto
get clarity on ICA results.®** GPI maintains accuracyis the number one critical
improvement neededto the ICA. 392

The Staff Proposal agreeswith these contentions, submitting that increased
transparency of the limiting criteria will improve understanding and ability to
usethe ICA results. Recognizing that this data is currently available in
downloadable data files, the Staff Proposal assertsthat background knowledge
and analysis of the data is required to identify and understand the limiting
criteria. 3% The Staff Proposal maintains that adding this data to the ICA results
should not be a difficult task for Utilities and the result will “increase the value,

transparency and usability of the ICA and data portal maps.”3%

38 Staff Proposal at 164 (Appendix B).

390 Staff Proposal at 109citing Clean Coalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 19.
391 Staff Proposal at 109 Clean Coalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 19.

392 Staff Proposal at 109 GPA Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 18.

393 Staff Proposal at 110.

3% Staff Proposal at 110.
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3.19.3. Party Comment
Severalparties advocate for adoption of this staff recommendation. Clean

Coalition supports including additional details of limiting criteria into ICA
results in the data portal maps and views this solution aslow-hanging fruit that
will result in improved accuracy3% IREC assertsadding limiting criteria to the
ICA would make the maps easierto use but contends this proposal is lessof a
priority becausethe limiting criteria are available in lessconvenient locations in
the ICA. 3% Cal Advocates contends that this information could improve the
usefulnessof the ICA to developers by better aligning ICA predictions with
interconnection application results.?°” GPl and EDF/NRDC also support this
proposal.3?® Agreeing on the importance of providing Limiting Criteria for each
ICA value (for both Generation and Load ICA) in the ICA layer of SCE’s
Distribution ResourcesPlan External Portal, SCEsupports the concept of the
proposal and maintains that the company will update the portal User Guide to
indicate the limiting criteria values applied for all circuits.3%

Noting the complexity of updating digital platforms, SDG&E agreesit may
be prudent to incorporate the limiting criteria to ICA results in the data portal
maps during the 2025annual update. However, contending the company already

provides the Unit Cost Guide, SDG&E arguesthe appropriateness of including

3% Clean Coalition Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
3% |REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.
397 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 42-43.

3% GPI Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16 and EDF/NRDC Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.

39 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.
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details of the criterion impacts on interconnection timelines and costsfor widely
varying mitigation activities. 4

Similarly, PG&E also supports this proposal but does not agreewith the
characterization of the use caseof this data. First, PG&E assertsthat while this
data can provide transparency regarding the limitation of the grid, it cannot be
easily associatedwith interconnection timelines.4%! Additionally, PG&E asserts
that ICA captures physical limitations when connecting a specified load and
generation but not the violations occurring with the addition of load larger than
ICA value. PG&E contends that ICA should solely be used asa screening tool for
load/generation smaller than ICA values and cannot be associatedwith the
timelines if project sizeis larger than ICA and upgrades are required. 4> PG&E
maintains the addition of limiting criteria to ICA requires many changesand
PG&E proposesthese changescould be planned for the fourth quarter of 2025403

3.19.4. Commission Determination
The Commission agreeswith parties that the adoption of this Staff

Proposal recommendation will improve the accuracy of ICA results. However,
the Commission is compelled by the points made by SDG&E and, especially,
PG&E regarding the complexity of the effect an upgrade hason atimeline.
Further, the Commission finds that requiring the inclusion of such information
may be potentially inappropriate becausebackend distribution engineering

processmay not be presented in areasonablemanner and factors, such assupply

400 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.
401 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23.
402 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23-24.
403 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
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chain delays may not be properly captured.*%* Accordingly, it is reasonableto
adopt the proposal but omit the requirement to provide timelines.

3.20. Require PG&E and SDG&E to Remove All
Registration Requirements for Data Portal
Access Description of Proposed
Improvements 405

This decision adopts the proposal to require PG&E and SDG&E to remove
all registration requirements for data portal access.

3.20.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

remove all registration requirements to accessthe data portals; these
requirements include registration by email, name, and/or password. This will
improve accesso data portals while also providing consistency acrossUtilities.

3.20.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal reports that eachof the Utilities has different levels of

easeand time when accessingthe data portals.*°¢ Beginning with the most time-
consuming, SDG&E requires registrants to provide information such asa phone
number and job title in order to apply for login credentials, which cantake weeks
to obtain. PG&E requires email, name, and password, but the registration is
automatically approved. SCEhasno login requirements.

The Staff Proposal assertsthat data portal registration requirements
diminish the accessibility and effectivenessof the data portals becausethe
requirements limit the speedand convenience by which a user canaccesshe

data. The Staff Proposal also points to the inconsistency amongst Utilities as SCE

404 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23-24.
405 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.3.1.
406 Staff Proposal at 110.
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has no registration requirements, and PG&E and SDG&E have differing
requirements. With respectto the speed of accessibility, asnoted above, it can
take weeks for stakeholders to obtain login credentials from SDG&E.

In previous comments in this proceeding, several parties point to
registration requirements asa hurdle and suggesta range of solutions including
no registration requirements, registration requirements but data accesswithin 24
hours, and consistent registration requirements.*%” Upon review of party
comments, the Staff Proposal recommends complete elimination of registration
requirements, contending that SCEhas operated its data portals for several years
without registration requirements and maintaining that increased
standardization improves usability.

3.20.3. Party Comment
Clean Coalition agreeswith the removal of this “unnecessary barrier of

entry.” 4% GPI, EDF/NRDC, and IREC also support this proposal.4%®

PG&E supports this proposal and is currently working to convert to a new
platform that will allow public accesswithout authentication, with an
implementation date of the first quarter of 2025410

SDG&E opposesthe Commission requiring the removal of registration

requirements for multiple reasons.First, SDG&E assertsit is unaware of a single

407 Staff Proposal at 111 citing Joint CCA Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 10, Clean
Coalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 15, GPl Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling
at 13,IREC Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 3-4,Joint CCA Opening Comments to

April 6 Ruling at 10,CBD et al. Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at 32, UCAN Opening
Comments to April 6 Ruling at7.

408 Clean Coalition Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.

49 GP| Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16; EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 30;and IREC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 34.

410 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
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user not being approved within the current three to five businessday window. 411
Second,asserting the Staff Proposal mischaracterizes SDG&E’s de-registration
protocol, SDG&E contendsit is appropriate to reachout to inactive usersto seeif
they still require accessto the portal. 412 SDG&E maintains it is not prudent for
the company to continue to incur ratepayer coststo maintain unused licenses#13
Third, SDG&E cites concernsaround the protection of sensitive grid data against
bad actors.

3.20.4. Commission Determination
Only SDG&E opposesthis proposal arguing that its registration process

doesnot createbarriers to accessSDG&E assertshaving a registration and
de-registration system prevents unnecessarycostsfor ratepayers. However, other
parties and the Staff Proposal assertregistration requirements lead create hurdles
for customers. The Staff Proposal highlights that SCEhas not had registration
required and has not experienced any problems. It is the intention of the
Commission to limit barriers to accesgo the data portals. Accordingly, the
Commission finds that the elimination of registration requirements will eliminate
another potential barrier. Accordingly, no later than 90 days after the issuanceof
this decision, PG&E and SDG&E shall complete removal of all registration

requirements for data portal access.

411 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
412 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
43 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.
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3.21. Require Utilities to Use the 15/15 Rule for
Decisions About Data Redaction Protecting
Individual Customer Privacy for the ICA, GNA,
and DDOR#4

As discussedbelow, this decision adopts the Staff Proposal
recommendation for Utilities to usethe 15/15 aggregation rule (15/15 Rule) for
purposes of the ICA, GNA, and DDOR. This decision also defines the 15/15 Rule
asadata setcontaining 15customerswith no customer receiving no more than
15 percent of the load.

3.21.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission require Utilities to

usethe 15/15 Rule for data redaction, aspreviously ordered by a July 24,2018
Administrative Law JudgeRuling in R.14-08-013In that ruling, the
Administrative Law Judgedirected Utilities to “use the 15/15 Rule (i.e,
information in a data setshould be made up of at least 15 customers, and a
customer’s load must be lessthan 15[percent] of an aggregation category) that
the Commission establishedin D.97-10-031and D.14-05-016for data in the ICA,
LNBA, GNA, and DDOR. With respectto ICA, if the circuit level passesthe
15/15 Rule but the line section does not, [Utilities] shall aggregatethe ICA
results to the circuit level for display in the online maps and datasets.” The Staff
Proposal further recommends the Commission prohibit PG&E from continuing
to usethe 15/100/15 Rule in parallel with the 15/15 Rule, which is the 15/15
Rule with an additional requirement that the data setincludes at least 100

residential customers.

414 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.3.3.
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3.21.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal explains that data redaction protocols, i.e, the 15/15

Rule, are neededto avoid certain circumstanceswhere ICA/DIDF results can
identify loads of individual customers. The Staff Proposal statesuse of the 15/15
Rule balancesdata transparency and individual customer privacy. While the
15/15 Rule was setin place to establish this balance,the Staff Proposal maintains
that the use by PG&E of the 15/100/15 Rule results in more data redaction,
which impedes electrification and distributed energy resourceintegration efforts.
The Staff Proposal contends use of the 15/100/15 Rule redacts results for
approximately 24 percent of PG&E’s circuits.*>However, the Staff Proposal
indicates that in the 2023GNA filing, PG&E redacted a larger percentage of
circuits, 34 percent, using the 15/100/15 Rule while SCEredacted 23 percent and
SDG&E redacted 24 percent of circuits using the 15/15 Rule.*16 According to the
Staff Proposal, party comments also convey this concern and allege that “these
redactions canimpede siting new loads, especially for transportation
electrification.” 417

3.21.3. Party Comment
Clean Coalition supports adoption of this proposal.*® Cal Advocates

supports this recommendation, stating that the required use of the 15/15 Rule

will provide stakeholders with accesso alarger amount of valuable data.*° GPI

415 Staff Proposal at 111and 112.

416 Staff Proposal at 112.

417 Staff Proposal at 112.

418 Clean Coalition Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 7.

419 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 43-44.
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and IREC also support this proposal.*?EDF/NRDC supports this proposal but
ponders whether additional changesare appropriate to balance customer privacy
with the value of additional publicly available capacity data.*?!

SDG&E maintains its practice is consistentwith the recommendation to
not usethe 15/100/15 Rule.*??

PG&E assertsthat the 15/15 Rule is shorthand for the 15/100/15 Rule and
that PG&E redacts data according to definitions provided in D.14-05-016%%3
PG&E arguesthat data and privacy issuesare not in the scopeof this proceeding
and should, instead, be addressedin R.22-11-013where data accesdssuesare
scoped*?*However, if adopted, PG&E statesthe company could implement this
proposal in the fourth quarter of 20254%°

3.21.4. Commission Determination
In D.14-05-016 the Commission found it reasonablethat there should be

different aggregation methodologies for customer classesas being more
reflective of the actual number of customers per customer classand, thus, denied
the request to have one standard for aggregation of customers#2¢ Further,
D.14-05-0O16statesthat a “zip code many have hundreds or thousands of
residential customers, but may have only dozens of commercial customers and

one or two industrial customers.In such a circumstance, utilizing a 100

420 GP| Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16 and IREC Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 34.

4“21EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.
422 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24.

423 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.

424 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.

425 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.

426 D,14-05-016at 117.
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aggregation standard per zip code for residential customers still provide
meaningful public data, but such an aggregation would createlittle information
of public use.”#?” D.14-05-016explains that “[a]s it regards residential,
commercial, and agricultural, no party hasraised substantive reasonswhy the
aggregation numbers (100for residential , [emphasis added] 15 for other classes)
are themselves not sufficient.” 422 The Commission stated that it “is not convinced
that this methodology should changethe “15/15” aggregation standard that we
have had in effect since 1997."2°

The Staff Proposal referencesthe July 24,2018Administrative Law Judge’s
Ruling AddressingPacificGasandElectricCompany SouthernCaliforniaEdison
CompanyandSanDiegoGasé& ElectricCompany’sClaim for ConfidentialTreatment
andRedactiorof Distribution SystemPlanning Data Orderedby Decisionsl7-09-026
and18-02-004 In that ruling, the Administrative Law Judgeordered Utilities to
“use the 15/15 Rule (i.e., information in a data setshould be made up of at least
[emphasis added] 15 customers, and a customer’s load must be lessthan
15[percent] of an aggregation category) that the Commission establishedin
D.97-10-031and D.14-05-016for data in the ICA, LNBA, GNA, and DDOR.” 430

PG&E contends that the company redacts data according to definitions
provided in D.14-05-016.The Commission agrees;PG&E uses100residential

customers asthe aggregation number, which complies with D.14-05-016.and

427D.14-05-016at 117.
428D.14-05-016at 118.
429D.14-05-016at 118-119.

430 July 24,2018Administrative Law Judge’sRuling AddressingPacificGasandElectricCompany,
SouthernCaliforniaEdisonCompanyand SanDiegoGasé& ElectricCompany’Claim for Confidential
Treatmentand Redactiorof Distribution SystemPlanning Data Orderedby Decisionsl7-09-026and
D.18-02-004at 11.
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usesa data setof at least 15 customers, which complies with the July 24,2018
Ruling.

The Staff Proposal maintains that PG&E'’s interpretation of the 15/15 rule,
(which the Staff Proposal refers to asthe 15/100/15) createsa substantial risk of
excessiveredaction leading to barriers to electrification and distributed energy
resource integration efforts.43! The Staff Proposal assertsthat a substantial
portion of PG&E feedersare exposedto the risk of excessiveredaction by using
this larger aggregation.*3?> The Commission agreesthat excessiveredaction could
results in lessaccuracy and, therefore, lessusefulness,which are objectives of this
endeavor. The Staff Proposal assertsthat decreasingthe aggregation number to
15would ensurethe confidentiality of individual customer information at the
samelevel provided by SCEand SDG&E. The Commission agreeswith this
assessment.

PG&E also arguesthat data and privacy issuesare not in the scopeof this
proceeding and should, instead, be addressedin R.22-11-013where data access
issuesare scoped. The Commission disagrees.Track 1 Phasel of this proceeding
includes the following scopedissue:How should Integration Capacity Analysis
data and calculations be improved to enhanceaccuracy and usefulnessfor DER
planning, siting, and interconnection, especially with respectto electrification
load? As previously discussed,the Commission finds that excessiveredaction of
circuit data leadsto lessaccuracy and lessusefulness. As the scopeof this

proceeding includes improving data to enhanceaccuracy and usefulness, clearly,

431 Staff Proposal at 111-112.
432 Staff Proposal at 11-112.
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determining whether to refine the 15/15 rule for purposes of improving the
accuracy of the ICA is in the scopeof this proceeding.

Accordingly, this decision adopts the 15/15 Rule for the ICA and,
relatedly, the GNA and DDOR (or successorreport). This decision also specifies
that for purposes of the ICA, the GNA and DDOR (or successorreport), the
15/15 Rule is defined asa data setcontaining 15 customerswith no customer
receiving no more than 15 percent of the load.

3.22. Require Utilities to Modify ICA Maps to Enable
Straightforward Customer Creation of Limited
Generation Profiles 433

As described below, this decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to
modify ICA maps to enable straightforward customer creation of Limited
Generation Profiles.

3.22.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
Recently the Commission adopted the use of Limited Generation Profiles

in the interconnection process,which allow generators and energy storage
systemsto export more power during certain periods of the year to better utilize
existing hosting capacity and streamline the interconnection process#34 The Staff
Proposal recommends the Commission direct Utilities to revise the ICA maps so
that customers are able to download a subsetof Generation ICA results needed
to develop aLimited Generation Profile. The Staff Proposal specifiesthat the

downloaded file “should mirror the structure of that which [Utilities] propose for

433 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.4.1.

434 Staff Proposal at 113.Seealso E-5230,which describesthe purpose of the Limited Generation
Profile asto “allow agenerator to interconnect generation capacity ‘which exceedsthe
minimum annual Interconnection Capacity Analysis-Static Grid (ICA-SG) value while
remaining below the maximum ICA-SG at any given time.” (E-5230at 5 citing Working Group
Two Report at 119from R.17-07-007.)
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the customersto submit in their interconnection applications” and contain all
required data, including a column calculated to show the 90 percent
Interconnection Capacity Analysis — Static Grid (ICA-SG) value, while leaving a
column open for the customer-generated Limited Generation Profile.43°

3.22.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal explains that the current data portals and ICA provide a

single, minimum [CA result “that limits usageof the available hosting capacity
to the worst-case hour of the year.” 43¢ The Staff Proposal maintains that the
recently adopted use of Limited Generation Profiles should increaseuutilization of
available hosting capacity becausedistributed energy resourceswill be permitted
to export more power during certain hours of the year.*3” However, the Staff
Proposal contends that customers do not currently have accesso the necessary
data to develop the Limited Generation Profiles and, therefore, Data Portals need
to be updated “to provide the right data to customersand properly incorporate
thesedata for calculations.” 43 The Staff Proposal maintains this will make the
Generation ICA portals more useful for developers, “which will allow for better
use of existing grid capacity for the interconnection of new generation and

storage.”#39

435 Staff Proposal at 116.
436 Staff Proposal at 113.
437 Staff Proposal at 113.
438 Staff Proposal at 115.
439 Staff Proposal at 115.
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3.22.3. Party Comment
Clean Coalition supports this proposal, stating that it could be developed

alongside the Limited Generation Profile in the interconnection process?#4°

GPI supports this proposal, noting that for the proposal to work, the ICA
interface hasto include the Limited Generation Profile options, at leastfor the
download. 44t

Supporting this proposal, IREC contends it will enable a user to easily
createa Limited Generation Profile basedon ICA data but notes the location of
the data in the ICA is not convenient and makesthis proposal lessof a priority. 442

Not opposing this proposal, EDF/NRDC recommends expanding the
proposal to allow customersto createlimited load profiles to facilitate the use of
flexible energization agreementsand allow for greater end use electrification. 443

SCEstatesthat the company is working towards implementation to
support Limited Generation Profile customersand will apply the guidelines cited
in the Staff Proposal.##4

PG&E supports this proposal if implemented through the interconnection
portal and not the DRP data portal. PG&E contends this will avoid duplication

and wasted ratepayer funds.44® Further, PG&E statesthe company is designing

440 Clean Coalition Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 8.
441 GPI Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.

442|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 34-35.
443EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
444 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.

445 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25
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the future version of the interconnection portal to include the functionalities
proposed in Resolution E-5296%46

While SDG&E statesit is committed to implementing the directives of
Resolution E-5296,SDG&E does not believe mandating general modifications to
ICA maps is necessary?*’

3.22.4. Commission Determination
On March 21,2024,the Commission adopted Resolution E-5296,which

provides specifics on whether and how reductions to a customer’s Limited
Generation Profile are determined, and providing recommendations regarding
the standard review, certification requirements, and interconnection processes
necessaryfor the implementation of the Limited Generation Profile option. The
resolution also ordered Utilities to monitor and report data on utilization of the
Limited Generation Profile option to facilitate future implementation
refinements. The resolution statesthat the Limited Generation Profile option
makes better use of the existing hosting capacity by allowing a generating system
to vary its export of power to the electric grid and to limit it to stay below the
available hosting capacity at any given time. Further, the resolution statesthe
Limited Generation Profile option allows a generator to interconnect generation
capacity without the need for grid upgrades at the time of application. 44 The
Commission confirmed prior deadlines adopted in Resolution E-5230and

directed Utilities to commenceimplementation of the Limited Generation Profile

446 pG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.
447 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.
448 Resolution E-5296at 8.
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option no later than nine months following approval of Power Control Systems
certification standards.*4°

The Commission agreeswith the Staff Proposal assessmenthat the ICA
maps should be updated to account for approved systemsutilizing Limited
Generation Profiles and reflect accurate hosting capacity. Hence, it is reasonable
to adopt this proposal. As the Limited Generation Profile option will not begin
implementation until nine months after approval of Power Control Systems
certification standards, it is reasonableto align the work for this proposal with
the Limited Generation Profile option implementation.

The Commission declines to adopt PG&E’s request that this work be done
in the Interconnection portal asthe ICA maps, not the Interconnection portal,
assistcustomersin determining optimal location siting. As noted in the Staff
Proposal, “Generation ICA data portals will needto provide the right data to
customers and properly incorporate thesedata for calculations.”4%° Further, the
Commission does not consider the work for this proposal to be duplicative of the
work being done in the Interconnection Portal.

3.23. Require Utilities to Modify ICA Methodology to
Make Use of Limited Generation Profile
Application Information 451

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to modify ICA
methodologies to make use of Limited Generation Profile application
information but expands the proposal to incorporate all queued and active

distributed energy resourceswith export limits in addition to the resourceswith

449 Resolution E-5296at 63.
450 Staff Proposal at 117.

451 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.4.2.
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Limited Generation Profiles. As described below, the record shows that the
inclusion of this data will lead to improved accuracyand improve the likelihood
of interconnection.

3.23.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
Related to the proposal described above in Section 3.22,the Staff Proposal

recommends that the Commission direct Utilities to modify their ICA
methodologies to incorporate Limited Generation Profile data submitted with
interconnection applications when estimating interconnection capacity instead of
using standard generation profiles.

3.23.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal explains that the current ICA system is designed to use

a single, annual minimum ICA result. As stated in Section3.22.,the Staff
Proposal assertsthat use of Limited Generation Profiles “would allow more
generation or storage discharge hosting capacity during certain hours.”
However, to realize the benefits of Limited Generation Profiles, already adopted
by the Commission, the Generation ICA data portals must be redesigned to
properly incorporate data neededto accommodate Limited Generation
Profiles.*2 The Staff Proposal maintains that when Limited Generation Profiles
are implemented pursuant to D.20-09-035,t will be necessaryfor Utilities to
update their ICA to account for approved systemsutilizing Limited Generation
Profiles having an effect on available hosting capacity so that prospective

applicants receive the most up-to-date ICA information for future projects.#>3

452 Staff Proposal at 117.
453 Staff Proposal at 118.
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3.23.3. Party Comment
Noting that the company is developing processchangesto the ICA to

update and refresh ICA data portals for new Limited Generation Profile
applications, SCEsupports modification of current ICA methodology to enable
use of this information. SCEstatesthis proposal will ensure prospective
applicants have current ICA information for future projects.*>

While not objecting to this proposal, SDG&E clarifies that this proposal
should and canonly be made after the implementation of the Limited Generation
Profile adopted requirements and after an application for Limited Generation
Profile is received and approved. 4%°

PG&E supports this proposal assertingit is essentialto recalculate and
refresh ICA data after a Limited Generation Profile customer passesthe Rule 21
interconnection process#°® PG&E statesthat it could enable functionality by the
third quarter of 202547

GPland EDF/NRDC support this proposal aspart of the Limited
Generation Profile actions necessaryfor viability. 8 EDF/NRDC reiterate the
recommendation to expand to uselimited load profile application information. 4%°

IREC supports adoption of this proposal with two modifications. First, this
modification should apply to all distributed energy resourceswith export limits,

not just distributed energy resourceswith aLimited Generation Profile. Second,

454 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.

455 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 25.

456 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.

457 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.

458 GPI Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.
49EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.

- 158 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

the modification should apply to distributed energy resourceswith export limits
both in the queue aswell asactive projects.*6°

3.23.4. Commission Determination
All parties find value in this proposal highlighting the resulting improved

accuracy for customerslooking to interconnect proposed projects. Hence, the
Commission finds it reasonableto adopt the proposal asit addressesthe goal of
improved accuracy.

As discussedabove, IREC supports the proposal but proposesthat the
Commission expand the applicability to include all queued and active
distributed energy resource projects with export limitations. IREC explains that
there are many types of distributed energy resourceswith export limitations; the
Commission should not limit the data included in the ICA to a subsetof export-
limited distributed energy resources?1No party opposed the expansion of this
proposal. The Commission finds such expansion should increasethe accuracy of
ICA and improve the likelihood of project interconnection.

Accordingly, this decision directs Utilities to modify ICA methodology to
make use of Limited Generation Profiles for queued and active export-limited
distributed energy resources.

3.24. Require Utilities to Create a New Report that
Includes ICA Results Appended to the Current
Rule 21 Quarterly Interconnection Report 462

The Commission finds the original breadth of this proposal is narrow and
does not addressthe actions necessaryto address ICA accuracy and missing or

erroneous ICA values for both Generation and Load ICA. The Commission

460|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 35.
461 |JREC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 35.

462 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.4.3.
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modifies the proposal to require Utilities to eachsubmit a biannual ICA and Data
Portals report that, in addition to consolidating all previously mandated reports,
describesall known issuesrelated to ICA accuracy and missing or erroneous ICA
values, for both Generation and Load ICA. Further, the Commission directs
quarterly public workshops focused on ICA problems, including but not limited
to inaccuracies.As discussedbelow, theserequirements replace all requirements
in the original proposal described in Sections3.24.1and 3.24.2,with the
exception of limiting criteria, which shall now beincluded aspart of the
reporting requirements adopted in Section3.19above.

3.24.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission authorize the

creation of a new report that appends the following additional data to the
quarterly Interconnection Timelines Report:#631) Generation ICA hosting
capacity in kilowatt hours, 2) limiting criteria at the time of interconnection
application submittal, and 3) all mitigation or upgrade occurrences.To help
stakeholders understand how different limiting criteria may impact
interconnection, the Staff Proposal also recommends the Commission require
Utilities to develop guidelines on the portals. Relatedly, the Staff Proposal
recommends the Commission authorize Energy Division to establisha
methodology and processfor an ongoing and recurrent analysis that compares
ICA results and interconnection timelines; this authorization would include
authorization to update the report contend and methodology to ensure it

provides meaningful information for stakeholders and policy makers.

463The Interconnection Timelines Report tracks the times of interconnection activities performed
by distribution engineers. Pursuant to D.20-09-0350rdering Paragraph 22,this report is
required to be submitted by Utilities on a quarterly basis.
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3.24.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal maintains that stakeholders have struggled to

understand ICA accuracy and the usefulnessof ICA maps for siting new
distributed energy resourcesand points to the limiting criterion. The Staff
Proposal assertsthat becausestakeholders do not have accesso the information
to estimate the impacts of limiting criterion, stakeholders do not have the ability
to fully assesghe accuracy of the ICA maps for siting new distributed energy
resources.Staff contends leveraging the Interconnection Timeline reports in
conjunction with the ICA data may help to assesshow well the Generation ICA
data matchesthe interconnections experience 64

For further justification, the Staff Proposal referencesan analysis
conducted by Verdant that compared quarterly interconnection timeline reports
with Generation ICA data and additional mitigation information not currently
reported. The purpose of the analysis was to seehow the ICA capacity and grid
upgrades or mitigations align. Verdant reviewed 277 applications and looked at
whether the hosting capacity was greater than the proposed interconnection
application generation size and whether an upgrade or mitigation was required.
Verdant concluded that the ICA maps appear ineffective for searching for
feederswith ample hosting capacity for additional generation distributed energy
resources,which is the purpose of the ICA. 46> Verdant recommended that
additional information be developed regarding the accuracy and usefulness of

ICA results.466

464 Staff Proposal at 120.
465 Staff Proposal at 164 (Appendix B).
466 Staff Proposal at 164 (Appendix B).
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3.24.3. Party Comment
Cal Advocates contends this recommendation is too narrow and requires

modification. Cal Advocates recommends the Commission expand the scopeof
the reporting to allow for increasedvisibility into causesof misalignment
between sufficient capacity sitesand interconnection results. Cal Advocates
assertsthat this will allow the Commission and parties to assessvhether and
how the Generation ICA tool can produce grid and ratepayer benefits.*67
Cal Advocates also recommends the Commission increaseits oversight of the
ICA data validation processesby creating a new processfocused on data
validation reporting. 468 Cal Advocates maintains these modifications will avert
validation failings that undermine the current ICA’s reliability and usefulness?6°

IREC supports the concept of tracking but contends more design work is
neededto produce meaningful results. If adopted, IREC recommends the
proposal should also require a workshop to discuss a meaningful setof reporting
requirements. IREC contends that as proposed, this recommendation would not
result in a meaningful steptoward accuracyand usability. 47°

Joint CCAs propose that rather than investing in tracking and reporting to
document a known problem, the Commission should consider engaging in more
direct management of Utilities’ efforts to urgently improve ICA accuracyand
update frequency.*’t Joint CCAs recommend the Commission establish a target

for areasonablelevel of accuracy and update frequency in the Generation and

467 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 45-46.
468 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 46.
469 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 46.
470|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 37.

471 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.
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Load ICAs aswell asatimeline for achieving the targets and related
disallowances for not meeting the targets.#’2

Vehicle-Grid Integration Council supports Staff recommendations but also
recommends the Commission provide additional oversight for ICA development
and management generally. The Council proposes creation of aworking group
similar to the Rule 21 Interconnection Discussion Forum, in which stakeholders
can bring real-time inaccuraciesand other map issuesand discuss solutions and
timelines for creating those solutions.*2

EDF/NRDC support this recommendation but propose that new reporting
requirements be coordinated with other related reporting requirements. Further,
EDF/NRDC recommends that the reports should have defined audienceswith
routine evaluation. 4’4 GPI also supports this proposal.4”

None of the Utilities support this proposal. PG&E arguesthat the limiting
ICA criteria cannot be easily associatedwith upgrades needed at the time of
interconnection and, thus, the interconnection timelines.4’¢ Noting that the
Rule 21 Quarterly Report is specific to track and report on interconnection
timelines, SCEand SDG&E assertthat appending this new report will further
complicate the manual processof putting this report together.#”” SDG&E

contends the two data setsare not designed to serve the same purpose, nor are

472 Joint CCAs Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 16.

473Vehicle Grid Integration Council Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
474EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31-32.

475 GPI Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 17.

476 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27.

477 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33and SDG&E Opening Comments to
March 13,2024Ruling at 25.
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they expectedto compare.*’® Further, SDG&E argues the Staff Proposal has not
shown the correlation between the two data setsand therefore the reasonfor this
proposal.*’® SCErecommends that the Rule 21 Quarterly report be modified or
simplified.

3.24.4. Commission Determination

The Commission agreesthat the original proposal is too narrow to achieve
the objective of improved accuracy of the ICA data portals. The Commission also
agreesthat the proposed required data and interconnection data are not
comparable and appending the proposed report to the quarterly interconnection
report would be complicated. However, the need to improve the accuracy of the
ICA data portals remains an objective.

In reviewing the proposal of Cal Advocates to expand the scopeof the
reporting to allow for increasedvisibility into causesof misalignment between
sufficient capacity sitesand interconnection results, the Commission agreeswith
the assertion that this will allow the Commission and parties to assessvhether
and how the Generation ICA tool canproduce grid and ratepayer benefits.*80
Accordingly, this decision declinesto adopt the original proposal for the reason
described above (with the exception of limiting criteria that is now required in
the reporting adopted in Section3.19above) and instead adopts a requirement
for Utilities to submit stand-alone ICA and Data Portals reports that address all
known issuesrelated to ICA accuracy and missing or erroneous ICA values, for
both Generation and Load ICA. In comments to the proposed decision, which

had adopted quarterly ICA reports, Utilities argue that the quarterly report is

478 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.
479 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.
480 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 46.
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burdensome and will detract from work spent on remediation of the ICA and
Data Portals.*81 IREC contends that a biannual rhythm for reporting provides
appropriate time for significant progress between intervals while also allowing
for ongoing stakeholder input. 482 The Commission finds that a biannual cadence
Is appropriate given the time needed for updates to be made between reports.
Further, by consolidating all previously required reports, the work product and
accessibility of the reporting is streamlined.

The biannual ICA report more appropriately addressesthe need, described
in the Staff Proposal, to assesshe accuracy of the ICA maps for siting new
distributed energy resources?#8 The known issuesin the report shall include
unactionable or suspectICA values that cannot be used asrequired in Rule 21
interconnection screensbecauseof questionable accuracy or validity. In addition
to the list of ICA issues,the report shall also provide specific remediation plans
and timelines for theseknown issues.Ultilities shall eachserve the first
standalone consolidated biannual ICA and Data Portals report no later than
January 31, 2025.

In addition to broader reporting, parties recommended additional
oversight with either aworking group or workshops.#8 The Commission agrees

that broader reporting in addition to improved oversight will assistin averting

481 SeePG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 10, SCEOpening Comments to
Proposed Decision at 6-7,and SDG&E Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 12-13.

482|REC Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2-4.
483 Staff Proposal at 118.

484 Seefor example, Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 46;IREC
Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 37;and Vehicle-Grid Integration Council
Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
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validation failings that undermine the current ICA’s reliability and usefulness#8>
Hence, the Commission directs Utilities to hold a quarterly public workshop,
facilitated by the Commission with the following agendaitems: (1) Utilities
review all known and identified issueswith Load and Generation ICA;

(2) Utilities review proposed and (asdiscussed below) adopted ICA remediation
plans, timelines, and progress of plans; and (3) Stakeholders provide feedbackon
ICA. In comments to the proposed decision, Green Power Institute assertsthat
ICA quality assuranceand quality control have decreasedand requeststhat the
workshops include adiscussion of how ICA accuracy can be quantified and
assessedn order to make ICA data actionable for users# |IREC contends that
workshops needto be quarterly to adequately allow for updating and
stakeholder input. 487 In responseto party comments, this decision revisesthe
agendato include within the known and identified issuesthe following: to
eliminate false zeroes,to resolve “inactive circuits” and demonstratable
substation reverse flow, and to specify the need to discuss how to assesdCA
accuracy and data validation.

After eachworkshop, Utilities shall revise the next biannual report in
responseto stakeholder feedback, including updates on remediation plans (as
discussedbelow). It is the expectation of the Commission that workshops will
allow for updates on progress and facilitate interaction between Utilities and
stakeholders. Within 60 days following the fourth anniversary of the first

workshop, Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter proposing to either sunset

485 Cal Advocates at 46.
486 Green Power Institute Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 8-11.

487|REC Opening Comments to Proposed Decision at 2-4.
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or extend the quarterly ICA workshop seriesand providing justification for the
proposal.

To ensure proper oversight, within 60 days of the secondworkshop held,
eachof the Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter proposing an adopted
remediation plan for the ICA, with a proposed schedule of activities. This plan
will establish a baselinefor the quarterly ICA reporting on remediation plans.

3.25. Require Utilities to Develop New Reporting
Aimed at Understanding the Frequency of Zero-
Load ICA Values 488

This decision adopts the proposal to require Utilities to develop reporting
aimed at understanding the frequency of zero-load ICA values but expands the
reporting to include all annual refinements, asfurther described below. This
decision incorporates the requirements of this proposal into the requirements of
Section3.24above. As described below, the quarterly reports required by
Section3.24will alsoinclude the data required by this proposal but expanded to
include all annual refinements. Further, the quarterly meetings will alsoinclude
an agendaitem to discussthe requirements of the adopted proposal in this
section.

3.25.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission authorize

Commission staff coordination to add data collection fields to the existing
Electric Vehicle Data collection template and submit the data within Utilities’
annual Electric Vehicle Cost and Load Report, which was directed by
D.16-06-011.The Staff Proposal recommends that the new fields include: Feeder

name; Line segmentID; Load ICA results when the Electric Vehicle

488 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.5.1.
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Infrastructure Rule application was submitted; ReservelLoad Capacity when the
Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Rule application was submitted (SCEonly);
ForecastLoad ICA results when the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Rule
application was submitted (when available); Limiting criterion for the above
results; and Mitigations or upgrades taken to enable energization. The Staff
Proposal recommends annual review of the reports with revisions when needed.

3.25.2. Background and Rationale
The Staff Proposal assertsthat becauselLoad ICA maps for SCEand

SDG&E have a high number of circuits showing zero load hosting capacity,
stakeholders do not find the ICA maps useful for siting new loads. Submitting
there is reasonto believe theseresults contain false negatives, the Staff Proposal
assertsthe Load ICA maps cannot be optimally used to identify existing capacity
on the grid for new loads without information comparing Load ICA results and
Utility Distribution Engineer energization analysis results. In prior comments,
IREC and Clean Coalition expressa needto correct this shortcoming. 48°

The Staff Proposal indicates that PG&E previously experienced a similar
circumstance but, with certain modifications to Load ICA, significantly reduced
the number of line sectionsthat show no available capacity from 65 percentin
February 2018to 25 percentin June20234° The Staff Proposal contends that
basedon discussionswith Utilities, these modifications are not feasible for SCE
and SDG&E. A study conducted by Verdant to determine if the higher zero load
percentagesfor SCEand SDG&E were justified indicates that SCE’sand

SDG&E’s fraction of zero load capacity circuits should be similar to or lower than

489 Staff Proposal at 123citing IREC Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at XX and Clean
Coalition Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at XX.

490 Staff Proposal at 124-125.
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PG&E's current results.*%* Hence, the Staff Proposal anticipates that the
recommendation to collect the additional field data “will help quantify the
magnitude of the problem” and help to “establish priorities for possible next
steps.

3.25.3. Party Comment
SCEsupports this proposal, noting that the company makes every effort to

implement continuous improvements within ICA to increasethe certainty of the
data.*®? PG&E also supports this proposal if modified to track the data (oncethe
Load ICA use caseis functional) and require submission of the reports as part of
the Annual Load ICA Refinements Report.493

All other parties either oppose this proposal or contend it is insufficient.

SDG&E opposesthe proposal, calling it duplicative of existing reporting
requirements.*% SDG&E assertsadding this reporting requirement to the
Utilities’ annual Electric Vehicle Cost and Load Report doesnot align with its
intended purpose nor is this report the appropriate venue for this reporting. 4%°

CALSTART assertsthat this proposal sidestepsthe problem and contends
that the problem is not that the maps are overly conservative but rather the maps
are highly inaccurate and cannot be used to site new loads.**¢ CALSTART

maintains the Commission should “immediately order [Utilities] to fix their Load

491 Staff Proposal at 125-128.

492SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.

498 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 28.

494 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.

495 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 26.

4% CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 22.
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ICA maps.”*9" CALSTART makesthe following requestsof the Commission:
(1) Order Utilities to ensure 100percent of feeder have current and accurate
results within one year; (2) Order Utilities to use GNA data sourcefor ICA map
calculations; (3) Hire a consultant to develop an ICA map results validation
methodology; (4) Order Utilities to establish an issue management processfor
ICA map issues;(5) Order Utilities to update ICA maps on a monthly basisand
within 15days following a Rule 21 Interconnection Application; (6) Order
Utilities to expand ICA maps to include the sub-transmission system; and
(7) Convene amonthly ICA working group facilitated by Commission staff.4%8
EDF/NRDC doesnot objectto this proposal but contends it does not
address significant shortcomings in SCEand SDG&E’s load ICA
methodologies.***EDF/NRDC proposesthe Commission establish clear stepsfor
Utilities to acton this data and addressthe issue of erroneous zero load ICA
values .5
Referencing stakeholders’ mistrust of load ICA map accuracy,
Cal Advocates expressessupport for a Commission-led investigation of the Load
ICA accuracyissues®°! Cal Advocates contends the staff recommendation could
benefit from a more acceleratedand proactive approach and offers three
recommendations. First, Cal Advocates proposesthe Commission require that

the reporting identifies the causesof the error rather than quantifying the error

497 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 23-24.
4%® CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 24-30.
49 EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.
S0OEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 32.
501 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 47.

-170 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

sothat stakeholders can better understand the accuracy of Load ICA data.>%?
Second,Cal Advocates assertsthat including forecastsin ICA will only be useful
if the ICA accurately models existing conditions and recommends the
Commission require SCEto report on the ICA accuracyfailings and the
mitigation measures®®3 Third, Cal Advocates proposesthe Commission createa
stakeholder working group to inform additional changesto the nature and
frequency of this reporting. 5%4

Similar to the previous proposal, IREC supports but doesnot consider this
proposal to result in meaningful improvement to accuracy and usability asmore
design work is needed>%

3.25.4. Commission Determination
As was the casewith the proposal in Section3.34,the Commission agrees

that this proposal doesnot entirely addressthe issuesof inaccurate ICA values.

IREC, EDF/NRDC, CALSTART, and Cal Advocates all contend that the original
proposal will not result in significant improvements in accuracy, an objective of

this proposal. Both Cal Advocates and CALSTART offer modifications, including
additional oversight, to improve the outcomes of the proposal.

Many of the shortcomings of this proposal expressedby parties are similar
to those of the previous proposal. As such, the Commission finds it reasonableto
require reporting be expanded to cover all annual refinements such that the
reporting better leadsto improved accuracy. Further, Utilities requestto

incorporate this reporting in the annual Load ICA refinement report. As the

502 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 48.
503 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 49.
504 Cal Advocates Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 49-50.
S05|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 38.
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Commission has established a quarterly reporting and quarterly meetings to
improve the ICA, it is reasonableand efficient to incorporate this proposal with
the proposal adopted in Section 3.25.

Accordingly, Utilities shall provide the data listed in Section3.25.1,but
expanded to include annual refinements, in the quarterly reports adopted in
Section 3.24above. Further, the quarterly workshops adopted in Section3.24
shall include an agendaitem to discussthe data collected through this adopted
proposal and related updates, improvements, and stakeholder feedback.

3.26. Require PG&E to Incorporate Load ICA Results
into Internal Energization Business Processes 506

This decision adopts the proposal requiring PG&E to incorporate ICA
results into internal energization businessprocesses.As described below, this is a
step forward to a more streamlined and accurate ICA and interconnection
process.Further, SCEand SDG&E are directed to eachsubmit a Tier 1
Advice Letter describing the companies’ technical barriers to performing this
work.

3.26.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
The Staff Proposal recommends that the Commission direct PG&E to file a

Tier 3 advice letter seeking approval of an implementation plan to use Load ICA
to improve PG&E’s load energization process.The Staff Proposal recommends
the advice letter includes a description, timeline, and quantification of expected
benefits and costsfor the use caseaswell asa description of a data reporting

plan to monitor actual benefits.

506 Staff Proposal Recommendation No. 5.5.2.
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3.26.2. Background and Rationale
The Load ICA maps are a customer-facing tool, not currently used by

Utilities. However, the Staff Proposal posesthat incorporation of Load ICA
results into Utilities’ load energization processescould increaseefficiencies since
Load ICA is usedto calculate load hosting capacity acrossUtilities’ service
areas>%’ The Staff Proposal contends that the Load ICA results can be used by
Utilities when working with customers.

In previous comments in this proceeding, PG&E proposed, with the
support of IREC, to use Load ICA to improve load energization processes>%®
PG&E contends this integration could reduce the energization application
analysis time from 30days to 20 days and speedup its Pre-AssessmentStep, The
Pre-AssessmentStepis a pre-application assessmentfor commercial electric
vehicle supply equipment customers>°° Pointing to the anticipated exponential
increasein electric vehicle applications, the Staff Proposal contends this pre-
application assessmenwill needto be scaledup and using Load ICA to improve
these processeswill be beneficial to reducing PG&E staff workload. 510

3.26.3. Party Comment
PG&E supports this proposal. PG&E proposesthe Commission scopethe

Load ICA use caseproject and, if approved, PG&E will begin working on the use
caseand record coststo the Distribution ResourcePlan Tools Memorandum

Account.*1 PG&E contends there is a clear benefit to introducing Load ICA data

507 Staff Proposal at 128-129.

508 Staff Proposal at 129citing PG&E Opening Comments to April 6 Ruling at XX and IREC
Reply Comments to April 6 Ruling at 4.

509 Staff Proposal at 120.
510 Staff Proposal at 130.
S11PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.
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into the processasearly aspossible to help distribution engineersand service
planners identify capacity-constrained projects before completion of the intake
phase,which PG&E assertsis lengthy. %12 Further, PG&E proposes this reporting
be integrated into the annual ICA refinement report. >3

EDF/NRDC agreewith this proposal but recommend modifying the
proposal to apply to all three Utilities. EDF/NRDC assertthe Commission
should consider this proposal afirst stepin integrating the ICA maps and
Utilities’ DPP >4 However, EDF/NRDC cautions that the Commission should
address staffing limitations that prevent completion of this work in atimely
manner. Thus, the Commission should ensure Utilities ensure supply chain
constraints are not a limiting factor in success'®> CALSTART also supports this
recommendation and agreesthat the Commission should require SCEand
SDG&E to submit advice letters after meeting an accuracy threshold of
100percent of feeders 5 Similarly, IREC supports requiring all three Ultilities to
comply with this proposal.>t’

3.26.4. Commission Determination
The Commission adopts this proposal becauseit is a step forward to a

more streamlined and accurate ICA and interconnection process.As stated
above, Load ICA maps can increaseefficiencies by calculating load hosting

capacity acrossa utility’s territory. While not currently used by Utilities, PG&E

512pPG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
SBBPG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
SM4EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.
SISEDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.
516 CALSTART Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
517]REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 38.
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supports and continues to support incorporation of this tool in its processes,
stating the company could reduce processtime by approximately one-third. 518

Parties expressedsupport for this proposal but question whether SCEand
SDG&E should be excusedfrom implementing this proposal. However, the Staff
Proposal notes that SCE’sparticipation in this activity would needto be delayed
until they improve the accuracy of their ICA results but suggest SCEshould
begin planning for the work. 51 The Commission seesvalue in pursuing this but
recognizesthere may be other factors involved. However, the Commission finds
it reasonableto thoroughly understand thesefactors.

Accordingly, the Commission directs PG&E to submit a Tier 1
Advice Letter describing in detail the company’s plan to incorporate Load ICA
results into internal energization processes.Further, SDG&E and SCEshall each
submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter describing in detail the technical reason(s)why
thesecompanies are not able to incorporate Load ICA results into internal
energization timelines and what, if any, stepsare needed to remediate these
barriers. The three advice letters shall be submitted no later than 90 days from
the issuanceof this decision.

3.27. Other Miscellaneous ICA Usability and Data
Portal Improvements 520

This decision adopts the miscellaneous ICA usability and data portal
improvements included in this proposal with the addition of a requirement for
Utilities to maintain an ICA contact for reporting issuesand atwice annually

report listing the reported issuesand a description of the issueresolution. As

518 Staff Proposal at 120.
519 Staff Proposal at 38-39.
520 Staff Proposal at Appendix A.
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described below, while minor, theseimprovements should lead to an improved
customer experience. Utilities are authorized to track costsfor all adopted
improvements in this decision, including changesto the ICA and Utilities’ data
portals, in the memorandum accountsestablishedin D.18-02-004No later than
December31,2024,Utilities shall submit a Tier 1 advice letter requesting to
update thesememorandum accountsin accordancewith this new authorization
to track costsfor adopted improvements in this decision.

3.27.1. Description of Proposed Improvement
and Rationale

Appendix A of the Staff Proposal addressesadditional ICA usability and
data portal improvements for the Commission to consider adopting. The Staff
Proposal contends that these 15improvements to the ICA and user guide will
lead to a streamlined and more uniform user experience,which will result in
better use of the available data.>?* The following is alist of the improvements the
Staff Proposal recommends the Commission to require:

Require PG&E to include DIDF and ICA layers within a
single map to improve user experience.

Require SDG&E to useindividual legend symbols on its
maps for a single purpose only, which will improve user
experience.

Require SDG&E to list legend symbols in a meaningful
order to improve user experience.

Require Utilities to adopt the acronyms, terminology, and
variable namesto use within ICA map popups and data
files asshown in Table 16 below for uniformity.

521 Staff Proposal at 131 (Appendix A).
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Table 16
Proposed Terminology Alignment
for ICA Map Popups and API CSV Files

ICA Map Popups API CSV Data Files of ICA Results
of ICA Results

Unitorm Load ICA_UNIFORM_LOAD_*W

Integration Capacity

Uniform Generation ICA_UNIFORM_GENERATION_OPFLEX_*W

OpFlex Integration
Capacity

Generic PV ICA_GENERIC_PV_GENERATION_OPFLEX_*W
Generation OpFlex
Integration Capacity

Uniform Generation | ICA_UNIFORM_GENERATION_NO_OPFLEX *W
No OpFlex
Integration Capacity

Generic PV ICA_GENERIC_PV_GENERATION_NO_OPFLEX_ *W
Generation No
OpFlex Integration
Capacity

Note: Include units in ICA results data file variable names (replace "*" with "K"
or "M" in above)

Require Utilities to improve text, image explanations, and
hyperlinks in user guides to improve user experience.

Require SDG&E and SCEto add a two-part system
highlighting user guides to enable stakeholders to identify
the location of the user guide and use the guide.

Require SDG&E and SCEto enable ICA maps to display
results ascolor-coded line sectionsto represent ranges of
ICA result values for the ICA scenariosrequired by
D.17-09-026the Staff Proposal contends this will improve
data clarity for stakeholders.

Require Utilities to include ICA analysis date in data files
available for download through the map and through the
API; the Staff Proposal contends this will improve accesso
relevant information for stakeholders.
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Require PG&E and SDG&E to add the option for usersto
download detailed hourly ICA results in bulk to improve
accesdo relevant information for stakeholders.

Require SCEto expressaggregate section, circuit, and
substation loads in terms of power (MW) in load profile
charts and data files available for download; the Staff
Proposal contends this will improve stakeholder
accessibility.

Require SCEto add a descriptive y-axis label to the Load
Profile charts to improve stakeholder comprehension of
provided data. This is related to the previous SCE
improvement recommendation, as SCEaggregated loads
appear in Load Profile chartsin units of amps.

Require SCEand SDG&E to add a descriptive x-axis label
to the Load Profile charts to improve stakeholder
comprehension of provided data.

Require SCEto charge seriesnamesto “High Load” and
“Low Load” to improve stakeholder comprehension of
provided data.

Require SCEto revise user guide instructions for changing
the date range displayed on the Load Profile graph to:
Drag to changethe month and hour for which aggregate
load values are displayed in the pop-up. Also, require SCE
to relabel this as“7. Month and Hour.” The Staff Proposal
contends this will improve stakeholder accessibility.

Require PG&E to enablea bulk download of ICA and
DIDF map data in several formats; i.e.,enableall records to
be downloaded. The Staff Proposal contends this will
improve the usability of the ICA maps.

3.27.2. Party Comment
Parties generally support these proposed improvements. However, as

further described below, eachutility proposesits own implementation timeline.
SCEsupports an overall attempt to align the data portals between Ultilities

to improve end user experience and therefore supports all requirements
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applicable to the SCEdata portals.>?? SCEassertsthat the timeline for
implementing the SCErequirements would begin with planning in the fourth
quarter of 2024and end with implementation in the third quarter of 2026523

SDGA&E reiterates that implementing portal-wide changesrequires
planning, development, and testing. While SDG&E assertsit can accommodate
immediate adjustments to five of the proposals, the company contends the others
have portal-wide impact and should be delayed to June2025,during the next
annual update of ICA.5%4

PG&E statesit generally supports theseimprovements but in light of other
competing projects, requests permission to implement theseimprovements as
part of its new platform. 525 Explaining that the company is undergoing a multi-
year project to enhancetheir data accessportal, PG&E statesthat the new
platform will provide aunified view of data on the maps, enhanced searchand
analysis functionality, and the ability to filter and export data. PG&E proposesa
schedule whereby implementation depends upon the specific subproposal with
some proposals implemented assoon asthe first quarter of 2025and completion
of all subproposals no later than the fourth quarter of 2025.

UCAN contends theserecommendations either align with prior

Commission orders or correct obvious instancesof poor implementation by

522 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.
523 SCEOpening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 34.

524 SDG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 27-28.The five proposals SDG&E
canimplement immediately are:6.1.2Use Legend Symbols for Only a Single Purpose; 6.1.3List
Legend Symbolsin Consistent Order; 6.1.4Adopt Consistent Acronyms and Terminology
Across [Utilities] for the Most Critical Data Elements; 6.1.9IncreaseDetail of ICA Results
Available in Bulk Download Files;and 6.1.12Include a Descriptive X-Axis Label in Load Profile
Charts.

525 PG&E Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 31.
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Utilities. 526 UCAN supports theserecommendations and seesno reasonto defer
their consideration.>?” EDF/NRDC also agreewith the recommendations for
improving the format and accessibility of ICA maps and data portal.>2 IREC
supports theseimprovements. 52°

3.27.3. Commission Determination
This decision adopts the subproposals as proposed by the Staff Proposal.

The Commission finds that theseimprovements will lead to improved customer
experience.As theseimprovements are important but not crucial, the
Commission setsan implementation deadline of December 15,2026.

In comments to the Staff Proposal, CALSTART and IREC propose that the
Commission require Utilities to maintain an email addresswhere ICA issuescan
be reported, and questions asked>3° The Commission finds this to be a
reasonablerequestasit should lead to an improved customer experience.
Additionally, IREC recommends Utilities be required to provide areport twice a
year that lists the issuesreported and how the issue was resolved.>3! The
Commission finds this reporting will promote transparency. On or before
December 15, 2030,the Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting to
sunsetthis requirement or continue the reporting requirement.

Accordingly, the Commission adopts the requirement that eachof the

Utilities maintain an ICA issuereporting e-mail address. Further, eachof the

526 UCAN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
527UCAN Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 6.
S22EDF/NRDC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 33.
529|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 39-45.

530|REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30and CALSTART Opening
Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 4.

531 |REC Opening Comments to March 13,2024Ruling at 30.
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Utilities shall send areport to the service list every six months that identifies the
reported issuesand how the issue was resolved.

In D.18-02-004 the Commission authorized Utilities to establish a
memorandum account to track incremental costsof implementing the GNA,
DDOR, and data portals with a sub-accountto track the incremental costsof ICA
and LNBA implementation. As the recommendations adopted in this decision
improve upon thesetools, the Commission concludesit is reasonableto extend
the prior authorization to all the improvements adopted in this decision. No later
than December 31, 2024,Utilities shall eachsubmit a Tier 1 advice letter
requesting to update these memorandum accountsin accordancewith this
extended authorization.

4, Summary of Public Comment
Rule 1.18allows any member of the public to submit written comment in

any Commission proceeding using the “Public Comment” tab of the online
Docket Card for that proceeding on the Commission’s website. Rule 1.18(b)
requires that relevant written comment submitted in a proceeding be
summarized in the final decision issued in that proceeding.

One public comment has beensubmitted stating support of the
Commission’s “efforts to implement more reliable, long-term forecasting,
promote faster connections, and establish an improved data portal network the
industry could usewhen planning future development.”

5. Comments on Proposed Decision
The proposed decision of Commissioner Darcie L. Houck in this matter

was mailed to the parties in accordancewith Section311of the Public Utilities
Code and comments were allowed under Rule 14.30f the Commission’s Rules of

Practice and Procedure. Comments were filed on October 3, 2024by the
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following parties: AEU; California Community Choice Association (CalCCA);53?
CALSTART; Center for AccessibleTechnology, EDF/NRDC; Green Power
Institute; IREC; PG&E; Pilot Travel Centers,LLC; PACT,; SDG&E; SBUA; SCE;
UCAN; Vehicle -Grid Integration Council; and Vote Solar. Reply comments were
filed on October 8,2024by CalCCA; CALSTART; Clean Coalition; CUE;
EDF/NRDC: Green Power Institute; IREC; PG&E:; Pilot Travel Centers,LLC:
SDG&E; SBUA; SCE;Tesla;UCAN; Vehicle -Grid Integration Council; and Vote
Solar. Clarifications, corrections, and modifications have been made throughout
this decision in responseto the comments.

6. Assignment of Proceeding
Darcie L. Houck is the assigned Commissioner and Kelly A. Hymes,

Manisha Lakhanpal, and Justin Regnier are the assigned Administrative Law
Judgesin this proceeding.

Findings of Fact
1. Theterm customer energization requestis also referred to asknown load

and the two terms are interchangeable.
2. Loads in responseto regulatory compliance have uncertain location and
timing and are lessreliable than customer energization requests.

3. Sometypes of pending loads may reliably anticipate load growth.

532 CalCCA representsthe interests of 24 community choice electricity providers in California:
Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast Community Energy,
Clean Energy Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF,Desert
Community Energy, Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin
Clean Energy, Orange County Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera
Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho
Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy Authority, SanDiego Community Power,
SanJacinto Power, SanJoséClean Energy, SantaBarbara Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean
Energy, SonomaClean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.
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4. Data sourcessuch asthe CARB ACT and ACF regulations, EPA’s
Greenhouse GasPhaselll Final Rule,and SCAQMD WAIRE rule arerelated to
transportation electrification.

5. The current processof proposing different load forecastsis insufficient for
ensuring accuracy of load growth estimates.

6. A systemload forecastis not directly applicable to the circuit level

7. A 10-yearplanning horizon is currently achievable through the IEPR
forecast.

8. The IEPRdoesnot currently publish a 20-yearforecast.

9. There are increased costsresulting from the needed precision for line
section analysis.

10. Thereis significant complexity involved aswell aslimited resourcesto
implement scenario planning in the 2025DPP cycle.

11. Additional clarification and details are necessaryto implement scenario
planning in the DPEP.

12. Utilities currently conduct integrated planning or intend to conduct
integrated planning.

13. PG&E and SCEare already exploring bridging strategies.

14. Processedor long-term, scalableload managementasa bridging solution
do not currently exist for evaluation and execution.

15. Distribution capacity costfunding requestsare currently reviewed for
reasonablenessoy parties and the Commission in GRC proceedings.

16. Community engagementactivities by Utilities are occurring.

17. The DIDF is insufficient at soliciting distributed energy resourcesto defer

grid investments.
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18. The DDOR currently reports on costdata with the Locational Net Benefit
Analysis.

19. Utilities are currently providing the CECwith certain known load data.

20. Known load data is currently published annually in the DPP with the
GNA and DDOR.

21. Data portal customer registration requirements create hurdles to customer
access.

22. SCEhasnot required data portal customer registration and did not report
any significant problems due to the lack of a customer registration requirement.

23. PG&E currently redacts data asfollows: PG&E uses100residential
customers asthe aggregation number and usesa data setof at least
15 customers.

24. SCEand SDG&E eachcurrently use 15customers astheir aggregation
number.

25. The Limited Generation Profile option is not scheduled to begin
implementation until nine months after approval of Power Control Systems
certification standards.

26. The ICA maps, not the Interconnection portal, assistcustomersin
determining optimal location siting.

27. There are many types of distributed energy resourceswith export
limitations.

Conclusions of Law
1. It isreasonableto adopt the recommendation to allow Utilities to use

reliable bottom-up data to estimate total load growth eachyear, even if the

estimate exceedsthe forecastedload growth basedon the IEPR for that year.
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2. It isreasonableto define reliable bottom-up data ascustomer energization
requests.

3. It is reasonableto expand the definition of reliable bottom-up data to
include certain types of ending loads if evidence demonstrates sufficient
reliability.

4. 1t is reasonableto require Utilities to develop proposals for improving
methods for setting capson load growth basedon the IEPR forecastsand other
data, with afocus on accuracy.

5. It is reasonableto require Utilities to work with Commission staff and staff
from the CECto develop proposals for load growth cap setting methods.

6. It is reasonableto not allow the use of IEPR hourly forecastsasthe basis
for developing load curves.

7. It is reasonableto allow Utilities the flexibility to useamore recent [EPR
vintage in distribution planning.

8. It is reasonableto not require Utilities to include, in the upcoming DDOR
report, an evaluation of how the newest IEPR data can be incorporated into
distribution planning.

9. It is reasonableto adopt the staff recommendation to expand the DPP
forecasthorizon to a minimum of 13years.

10. It is reasonableto adopt the staff recommendation to expand the planning
horizon to aminimum of 10years.

11. It is reasonableto exclude line section analysis when expanding the DPP
forecasthorizon and the planning horizon.

12. It is reasonableto require Utilities to include adescription of their thermal

capacity methodology in the annual GNA report.
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13. It is reasonableto adopt the use and implementation of scenario planning
in the DPP in the 2025-2026DPP cycle.

14. It is reasonableto hold aworkshop to obtain additional clarification and
technical details to develop scenario planning.

15. It is reasonableto assignannual stakeholder input on scenario planning,
onceimplemented, to the Distribution ForecastingWorking Group.

16. It is reasonableto require Utilities to implement improved disaggregation
methodologies for load growth in the 2027GNA and the 2026-2027DPP cycle.

17. It is reasonableto require Utilities to report annually in the GNA on the
development of advanced disaggregation methodologies and present theseat the
DPAG workshops or successorworkshops.

18. It is reasonableto require Utilities to createa pending load category in the
DPP and evaluate the outcomesin two years.

19. It is reasonableto allow Utilities to propose, in a Tier 3 advice letter,
certain types of pending loads to exceedthe IEPR forecastlevel.

20. It is reasonableto require Utilities to provide pending load data, including
the source of the data, as part of the GNA/DDOR (renamed the DUPR in this
decision) or successorreport.

21. It is reasonableto require Utilities to hold aworkshop to discuss aspectsof
the pending load category requirement.

22. It is reasonableto allow for informal comments on the Pending Loads
Workshop report.

23. It is reasonableto require Utilities to hold two workshops to provide the
Commission and stakeholders a better understanding of Utilities’ proposals for

integrated planning.
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24. 1t is reasonableto require Utilities to submit a Tier 3 advice letter to
propose integrated planning proposals.

25. It is reasonableto require Utilities to file plans describing various bridging
strategiesthat can be deployed for energization requeststhat trigger upstream
capacity upgrades.

26. It is reasonableto not broaden the proposal of the Commission’s staff
regarding bridging strategies.

27. 1t is reasonableto require Utilities to conduct the load flexibility analysis
within the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 and consider the outcomesin the
2025-2026DPP cycle.

28. It is reasonableto remove Ordering Paragraphs 2(h) and 2(i) from
D.18-02-004.

29. It is reasonableto require for Utilities to annually submit a service territory
community engagementplan.

30. It is reasonableto shift the focus of the DIDF from investment deferral to
facilitating DPP transparency and monitoring DPP improvements.

31. It isreasonableto affirm the June21,2024Administrative Law JudgesRuling
Reformingthe 2024/202™istribution InvestmentDeferralFrameworkCycle(DIDF),
Off Rampingthe PartnershipPilot and Granting the Motions to TemporarilySuspend
Portionsofthe DIDF.

32. It is reasonableto replace the name of the DDOR with the name,
Distribution Upgrade Project Report.

33. It is reasonableto require Utilities to evaluate and track equity metrics in
distribution plan reporting and to include in the annual GNA/DDOR (renamed

the DUPR in this decision) filings.
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34. It is reasonableto require Utilities to hold aworkshop to discuss further
exploration of the proposed equity metrics and correlated variables.

35. It is reasonableto require Utilities to include, in annual DDOR (renamed
the DUPR in this decision) and known load data filings, additional details and
spending on all ongoing and, eventually, the prior three years completed
distribution capacity projects.

36. It is reasonableto require Utilities to provide CECwith all known load
data.

37. It is reasonableto not require Utilities to createa known load databasebut
rather supplement currently provided data to include all known load.

38. It is reasonableto not require the known load data to be made public.

39. It isreasonableto direct Utilities to support implementation of the TEPP
framework.

40. It is reasonableto require Utilities to incorporate more detail of limiting
criteria into ICA results in the data portals but omit the requirement to provide
typical timelines.

41. It is reasonableto require PG&E and SDG&E to remove all registration
requirements for data portal access.

42. It is reasonableto define the 15/15 rule, for purposes of the ICA, asa data
setcontaining 15 customerswith no customer receiving no more than 15 percent
of the load.

43. It is reasonableto require Utilities to modify ICA maps to enable
straightforward customer creation of Limited Generation Profiles.

44. It is reasonableto not require that the work to modify ICA maps to enable
straightforward customer creation of Limited Generation Profiles be done in the

Interconnection portal.
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45. It is reasonableto require Utilities to modify ICA methodologies to make
useof Limited Generation Profile application information and expand the
proposal to incorporate all queued and active distributed energy resourceswith
export limits in addition to the resourceswith Limited Generation Profiles.

46. It is reasonableto adopt an expanded scopeof reporting to addressICA
accuracy and missing or erroneous ICA values.

47. It is reasonableto require Utilities to hold quarterly public workshops
focused on ICA problems.

48. It is reasonableto require Utilities to develop reporting aimed at
understanding the frequency of zero-load ICA values and expand the proposal
to include all annual refinements.

49. It is reasonableto require the ICA quarterly public workshops to include
an agendaitem to discuss requirements of zero-load ICA reporting.

50. It is reasonableto require PG&E to incorporate Load ICA results into
internal energization businessprocessesand requiring SCEand SDG&E to
submit an advice letter describing eachcompanies’ technical barriers to
performing this work.

51. It is reasonableto adopt the miscellaneous ICA usability and data
improvements.

52. It is reasonableto require Utilities to maintain an ICA contact for reporting
Issues.

53. It is reasonableto require Utilities to provide alist and description of
reported ICA issuestwice ayear.

54. It is reasonableto extend the prior authorization to track costsin the
distribution resourcesplan memorandum accountsto the improvements

adopted in this decision.
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ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Beginning with the 2025-202@istribution Planning and Execution
Process,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) may usereliable bottom-up
data to estimate total load growth in a given year, evenif it exceedsthe
forecastedload growth basedon the Integrated Energy Policy Report data for
that year. In years without reliable bottom-up data, Utilities shall ensure that
total growth corresponds to the forecastamount and not be adjusted
downwards. Reliable bottom-up data is defined ascustomer energization
requests. If future evidence demonstrates sufficient reliability, reliable bottom-up
data may include certain types of pending load.

2. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must improve the method
for setting capson load growth from the Integrated Energy Policy Report data
with the objective of accurately estimating load growth. Beginning with the 2025-
2026Distribution Planning and Execution Process,Utilities shall work with
Commission and California Energy Commission staff in developing proposals
for the method and accounting for discrepanciesbetween the system and circuit
level. Utilities shall discussthe proposals, including implementation, in annual
Distribution Planning Advisory Group, or successor,workshops.

3. No later than December31,2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall
submit a Tier 3 advice letter requesting to establish a processfor improving the

methods for setting capson load growth basedon the California Energy
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Commission Integrated Energy Policy Report, asdirected by Ordering
Paragraph 2 above.

4. Beginning with the 2025-202@istribution Planning and Execution
Process,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) may exerciseflexibility in
selecting the Integrated Energy Policy Report vintage to usein distribution
planning processes.

5. Beginning with the 2025-202@istribution Planning and Execution
Process,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must extend the distribution
planning forecasthorizon to a minimum of 13years and extend planning
horizons to a minimum of 10years. Utilities shall maintain the current minimum
three-year horizon for line section analysis.

6. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must implement the use of
scenarioplanning in the distribution planning and execution process(DPEP)
beginning with the 2025-202DPEP cycle. Scenarioplanning forecastadoption
and investment plan results shall be discussed, respectively, at the annual
Distribution ForecastWorking Group and annual Distribution Planning
Advisory Group workshops. The results of the workshop adopted in Ordering
Paragraph 7 below will inform the scenario planning framework.

7. No later than March 31,2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities)
shall participate and present at one or more public workshops, facilitated by the
Commission’s Energy Division, to discussscenario planning in the distribution

planning and execution process(DPEP). The workshop agendashall include
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discussion and the development of responsesto the following technical issues:
(1) the number of scenariosUtilities should annually run in their DPEP and the
purpose of these scenarios;(2) whether scenarioscould or should be combined;
(3) the selection processfor scenariosand selection flexibility for Utilities; (4) the
appropriate forecastelementsto beincluded in the scenarios;(5) coordination of
scenario planning with pending loads in the current DPEP cycle and in future
cycles;(6) coordination of scenarioplanning with the Transportation
Electrification rulemaking ; (7) development of a single investment plan basedon
multiple scenario outcomes; (8) Utilities’ flexibility and processto identify
incremental grid investments to the basescenario and the identification of
predefined load metrics to trigger incremental load investments; (9) guardrails
needed for use of scenariosin the development of a single investment plan; (10)a
future process,if necessary,to modify the scenarioplanning framework: and (11)
how costconsiderations should be factored into the scenario planning process.

8. No later than 90days following the workshop(s) directed in Ordering
Paragraph 7, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric
Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall submit a Tier 3
Advice Letter that (1) summarizes the workshop; (2) identifies the outcomes of
the workshop; (3) proposes a framework for implementation of scenario-based
planning; and (4) identifies the stepsto be taken to facilitate the transition to
using scenariosand a timeline for using them in the 2026DPP cycle.

9. Beginning with the 2025-202@Distribution Planning and Execution Process
(DPEP), Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must improve load and
distributed energy resource disaggregation methodologies for implementation in

the 2026-202DPEP. Utilities shall annually file the Grid Needs Assessmentin
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this proceeding, or a successorproceeding, to report on the development of
advanced disaggregation methodologies. Thesedevelopments shall be presented
at the annual Distribution ForecastWorking Group workshop or successor
workshops.

10. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company must createa pending loads category
in the Distribution Planning Processno later than December31,2025.An
evaluation of the pending loads category shall be conducted by Utilities as
described in Ordering Paragraph 14 below.

11. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall hold a Pending Loads
Implementation Workshop to discussthe following aspectsof the Pending Loads
proposal: (1) the specific sourcesof information, at minimum, to inform the
pending loads category; (2) usesof pending load to inform the forecastand the
investment plan; (3) how to coordinate the pending loads data with the
transportation electrification rulemaking; (4) the types of pending loads that
should be allowed to exceedthe Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR)in the
near term and justification; (5) appropriate guardrails for the pending load
category; (6) strategiesto reduce any ratepayer risk associationwith pending
loads; (7) additional reporting requirements to be implemented for pending
loads evaluation; (8) clarity on what is currently included in the IEPRto ensure
pending loads are incremental to known loads and loads accounted for in the
spatial load growth forecasts;and (9) alignment in the use of pending load data
in the Distribution Planning and Execution Processand other planning processes
including, for example, Integrated ResourcePlanning, the Transmission Planning

Process,and General Rate Cases.Utilities shall file a Pending Loads
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Implementation Workshop Report. The workshop and the filing of the report
shall be completed no later than April 1,2025.Utilities shall collect informal
comments from parties on the Pending Loads Workshop Report no later than
May 1,2025.

12. No later than June30,2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall submit
a Tier 3 advice letter: (1) proposing the method for developing the pending loads
category and incorporating the category into the Distribution Planning Process;
(2)defining the types of information considered in the pending loads category
and the general criteria applied to eachcategory; and (3) discussing the risk of
pending loads that do not materialize and how to mitigate the risk. The Pending
Loads Implementation Advice Letter shall include the Pending Loads Workshop
Report and a description of how information gathered from the workshop and
the informal comments influenced the proposal.

13. No later than June30,2027,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall
conduct a public workshop to present the preliminary findings of the Pending
Load Evaluation and take informal comments.

14. No later than September30,2027,Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
shall submit the Tier 3 Pending Load Evaluation Advice Letter. The required
contents of the Pending Loads Evaluation Advice Letter and the data neededto
be collected shall be considered during the Pending Loads Implementation
Workshop and finalized in the disposition of the Pending Loads Implementation
Advice Letter. At a minimum, Utilities shall include in their Pending Loads

Evaluation Advice Letter: (1) an analysis of the percentageof pending loads that
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becameenergization requestsin the form of atable that includes eachpending
load used in forecasting to date; (2) deviance of load size from pending load to
actual known load; (3) deviance of load timing between pending loads and actual
known load; (4) differences in the accuracy and usefulnessof pending loads by
load category (i.e, end use); (5) differences in the accuracy and usefulness of
pending loads by information source and/or methodology; and (6) the expected
In-service date of projects initiated asaresult of the pending loads category.

15. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must prioritize between
projects outside of the current consideration of project need date. Utilities shall
provide areport during the next and subsequentannual Distribution Planning
Advisory Group and in the next and subsequentannual Distribution Deferral
Opportunity Report (renamed the Distribution Upgrade Project Report by
Ordering Paragraph 23 below), or a successorreport, describing how projects
identified throughout the distribution planning horizon have beenprioritized for
execution.

16. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must consider distribution
planning results in other distribution work and shall participate and present at
two workshops facilitated by the Commission Energy Division. The first
workshop shall be held no later than September30,2025to present Utilities’
proposals for integrated planning and solicit feedback from stakeholders on
issuespresented, including costcontainment considerations. The second
workshop shall be held by Utilities no more than eight weeks following the first
workshop to present updated proposals basedon feedback from the first

workshop.
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17. No later than December 15,2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) shall submit a Tier 3 advice letter proposing a method(s) that calculates
and considers whether the increased project costsfrom the increasedsizing of
any related assetsare lessthan or equal to the risk-adjusted benefit from
avoiding future projects to upgrade grid capacity. Utilities may propose other
factors to be considered towards calculating costsand risk-adjusted benefits.
Utilities’ proposal shall allow for future evolution of the Distribution Planning
and Execution Processand should not becomea barrier to future changesin that
process.The advice letter shall also answer the following questions: (1) How
doesthe proposed method maintain the flexibility of the distribution planning
process,and allow for that processto develop over time; (2) How doesthe
proposed method estimate the increased costsfor current projects, and how can
this estimate change or improve over time? Include increased costsfor wildfire
mitigation and associatedRulemaking (R.) 20-07-013Risk-basedDecision-
making Framework (RDF) costbenefit ratio data; (3) How doesthe proposed
method incorporate cost effectivenessand cost efficiencies?(4) How doesthe
proposed method adjust for risk and potential risk reduction when considering
potential future capacity projects, and how can this adjustment change or
improve over time; (5) How doesthe proposed method estimate cost of future
distribution capacity projects, (including increased costsfor wildfire mitigation
and associatedR.20-07-013RDF cost benefit ratio data) and how canthis estimate
changeor improve over time; and (6) How doesthe proposed plan address
projects planned in the high fire threat districts or in areasof wildfire risk, or
projects that will require new lines to be built that crossinto the high fire threat

districts?
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18. No later than December15,2024,Pacific Gasand Electric Company,
SanDiego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) shall develop a plan that includes bridging strategiesthat canbe
deployed to accommodate energization requeststhat trigger distribution
capacity work and file a compliance report, in this proceeding and in the
Energization proceeding (Rulemaking 24-01-018),describing the bridging
strategiesthat can be deployed now aswell asstrategiesthat may be expectedto
be available in the near future. The plan should also include recommendations
on how to enablethesesolutions. At a minimum, the plan shall include options
for accommodating energization requeststhat trigger distribution capacity work
such as: (1) improvements to Utilities’ reactive processupon receiving an
energization request that requires a distribution capacity upgrade; (2) temporary
constraints on the power the customer is allowed to draw; (3) acquiring and
deploying mobile distributed energy resourcescapable of managing and
preventing grid deviation during the construction of a distribution capacity
project and (4) customer-owned distributed energy resourcesof both the service
applicant and other customer-owned distributed energy resources.In the plan,
Utilities shall define the point in the Distribution Planning and Execution Process
where opportunities to employ bridging strategiesare considered and
communicated to the customer.

19. No later than September30,2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas & Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) must prepare aload flexibility distribution planning process(DPP)
assessmentwithin the Electrification Impact Study Part 2 (Study) authorized by
the Order Instituting Rulemakingio Modernizethe ElectricGrid for aHigh Distributed

EnergyResourceButure and file a draft report on the Study in this proceeding. No
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later than 30 days after the filing of the Study’s draft report in this proceeding,
Utilities shall participate and present at a public workshop the draft findings and
receive stakeholder comment on how the findings should beincorporated into
the distribution planning and execution process.Utilities shall serve a copy of
the Study’s draft report to the service list of the demand flexibility proceeding
(Rulemaking 22-07-005)and the transportation electrification proceeding
(Rulemaking 23-12-008)jn addition to the service list of this proceeding. The
Commission’s Energy Division will serve a notice of the workshop to all three
proceedings.

20. No later than 120days after the filing of the draft report on the
Electrification Impact Study Part 2 (Study) authorized by the Order Instituting
Rulemakingto Modernizethe ElectricGrid for aHigh Distributed EnergyResources
Future, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas & Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall file in this proceeding:
(1) the Study’s final report; (2) a description of how the Study’s final report meets
the requirements and objectives of the Load Flexibility Distribution Planning
Processassessmentproposed in the StaffProposato Improvethe Distribution
Planning and ExecutionProces&nd other Commission requirements; and (3) a
detailed proposal and timeline of how the Load Flexibility Distribution Planning
Processassessmentand equity scenarioassessmentwill be integrated into the
Distribution Planning and Execution Processto inform distribution planning and
execution in the future. Utilities shall also serve the Study’s final report to the
service list of the demand flexibility proceeding (Rulemaking 22-07-005)and the
transportation electrification proceeding (Rulemaking 23-12-008).

21. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,

and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) may utilize more flexibility

- 198 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH7/avs PROPOSED DECISION (REV. 1)

in requesting distribution capacity costsin general rate cases.Utilities are
permitted to use the results of the annual Distribution Planning and Execution
Process(DPEP) as a basisfor requesting forecasting distribution upgrade costs
within a general rate caseand Utilities may present alternative analysis basedon
the most recent Utilities’ DPEP.

22. Decision 18-02-044is modified to remove Ordering Paragraph 2(h) and
Ordering Paragraph 2(i).

23. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must eachsubmit an annual
service territory community engagementplan to address equity in the
Distribution Planning Process.Utilities shall addressthe following in eachplan:
(1) how community needs(including the Tribal community, disadvantaged
community, and environmental and social justice and equity concernsare
incorporated into Utilities’ annual Distribution Planning and Execution Processes
(DPEP); (2) how Utilities will comply with the Assembly Bill (AB) 50
requirements for an annual community DPEP meeting; (3) how Utilities will
meet the data sharing requirements establishedin Assembly Bill 50;and (4) how
Utilities plan to extend outreach to hard-to-reach customers (e.g.,small
businesses)according to Goal 1.1.10f the Environmental and Social JusticePlan
Version 2.0.Further, the community engagementplans should addressthe
specific topics in Table 11 above, as modified by Section3.13.4.No later than
May 1,2025and May 1 of eachyear thereafter, the plans shall be submitted to the
Commission’s Energy Division and served to parties of this proceeding.

24. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall eliminate Distribution

Investment Deferral Framework (DIDF) solicitations and refocus the DIDF
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processfrom adeferral solicitation processto a processfocused on the facilitation
of improving transparency of the Distribution Planning Processand monitoring
distribution planning improvements. The Distribution Planning Advisory Group
and the related meetings are maintained. The Distribution Deferral Opportunity
Report is renamed asthe Distribution Upgrade Project Report (DUPR). In
developing the annual DUPR, Utilities shall follow the samereporting
requirements asestablishedin the June21,2024Administrative Law JudgesRuling
Reformingthe 2024/202istribution InvestmentDeferralFrameworkDIDF) Cycle,
Off RampingThePartnershipPilot, and Granting TheMotions To TemporarilySuspend
Portionsofthe DIDF.

25. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must include metrics to
track and evaluate equity in utility distribution plan reporting. No later than 90
days from the issuanceof this decision, Utilities shall hold a workshop to discuss
further exploration of the following equity metrics, including correlated
variables: (1) percentage of customers served by the relevant equipment/facility
that are enrolled in the Commission’s California Alternate Ratesfor Energy
and/or the federal Family Electric Rate Assistance programs; (2) the Priority
Populations Map on the California Environment Protection Agency website and
CalEnviroScreen 4.0, or the most recent update at the time of filing, percentile for
the areaserved by the relevant equipment/facility; (3) whether the
equipment/facility servesadisadvantaged community; (4) whether the
equipment/facility servesa Tribal community and (5) percentage of customers
enrolled in the Medical Baselineprogram(s) or receive the equivalent medical
discount if they are enrolled in an opt-in rate that does not include tiers. No later

than 45 days following the equity metrics workshop, Utilities shall submit a Tier
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3 advice letter requesting approval of afinal setof metrics and any correlated
variables. The adopted equity metrics shall be considered for inclusion in the
2026-202Distribution Planning and Execution Processcycle. The adopted
equity metrics shall be reported in the Grid Needs Assessmentand Distribution
Deferral Opportunity Report, now the Distribution Upgrade Project Report,
annual filings.

26. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) shall include additional
details on all ongoing and (eventually) the prior three years’ completed
distribution capacity projects in their public Distribution Deferral Opportunity
Report (DDOR), now the Distribution Upgrade Project Report (DUPR) filing. The
required additional details are contained in Table 12 and Table 13 of this
decision. Utilities shall work with the Commission’s Energy Division and the
Independent Professional Engineer to begin to provide theseadditional details in
the DUPR and known load data filed on August 15,2025and annually thereatfter.
Utilities shall incorporate three years of past distribution capacity project data in
such reports beginning on August 15,2026.

27. Beginning with the 2025-202@Distribution Planning and Execution
Process,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must track and report all
known load projects to the California Energy Commission, including all known
load that would bereported in the Grid Needs Assessment/Distribution Deferral
Opportunity Report (now the Distribution Upgrade Project Report) filing, the
circuit and substation the known load is associatedwith, the geographic
designation at the most granular level that is consistent acrossknown load (i.e,,

zip code),and include all used load shapesassociatedwith customer type and
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category. Data shall be provided in such away that it is possible to track which
known load becomeactual projects and the timeframe in which they do so. This
data shall not be shared with the public.

28. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company shall be prepared to support
implementation of the upcoming Transportation Electrification Proactive
Planning framework, and integration of relevant inputs and assumptions from
the framework into the Distribution Planning and Execution Process.

29. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must incorporate more
detail of limiting criteria into Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA) results in the
data portals. No later than December 15,2025, Utilities shall provide the
information contained in Table 15 of this decision in the ICA User Guides and
explicitly indicate the Limiting Criteria for Generation ICA and Load ICA.
Utilities are not required to provide typical timelines.

30. No later than 90days from the issuanceof this decision, Pacific Gasand
Electric Company and SanDiego Gas & Electric Company must complete
removal of all customer registration requirements for data portal access.

31. Beginning with the 2025-202@Distribution Planning and Execution Process
Cycle, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must usethe 15/15 Rule for
Decisions About Data Redaction Protecting Individual Customer Privacy for the
Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA), Grid Needs Assessment(GNA), and
Distribution Deferral Opportunity Report (DDOR), renamed the Distribution
Upgrade Project Report in this decision. For purposes of the ICA, GNA, and
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DDOR, the 15/15 aggregation rule is defined asa data setcontaining 15
customers with no customer receiving no more than 15 percent of the load.

32. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must modify Integration
Capacity Analysis maps to enable straightforward customer creation of Limited
Generation Profiles. The work required for this proposal shall be aligned with
the implementation of the Limited Generation Profile option adopted in
Resolution E-5230.Utilities shall confirm completion of this work by serving a
notice to the service list of this proceeding, no later than 30 days after
completion.

33. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company,
and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must modify Integration
Capacity Analysis methodologies to make use of Limited Generation Profile
application information and shall also incorporate all queued and active
distributed energy resourceswith export limits. Utilities shall confirm
completion of this work by serving a notice to the service list of this proceeding,
no later than 30 days after completion.

34. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gasé& Electric Company and
Southern California Edison Company (Utilities) must eachcreatea biannual
Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA) and Data Portal report, consolidating all
previous ICA and Data Portal reports. No later than January 31,2025, Utilities
shall serve to the service list of this proceeding, the first standalone biannual ICA
report that, in addition to consolidating all previously mandated reports,
describesall known issuesrelated to ICA accuracy and missing or erroneous ICA
values, for both Generation and Load ICA. The report shall also provide specific

remediation plans and timelines for theseknown issues.
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35. Beginning in January 2025,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego
Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Edison Company (Utilities)
shall hold a quarterly Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA) public workshop,
facilitated by Energy Division. Utilities shall hold an ICA quarterly workshop by
the end of eachcalendar quarter and shall include the following agendaitems:
(1) Utilities’ review of all known and identified issueswith Load and Generation
ICA, including but not limited to eliminating false zeroes,resolving inactive
circuits and demonstrable substation reverse flow, and determining how to
assesdCA accuracy and data validation in afair manner; (2) Utilities’ review of
proposed and (asdiscussedbelow) adopted ICA remediation plans, timelines,
and progress of plans; and (3) Stakeholdersfeedback on ICA. After each
workshop, Utilities shall revise the next biannual report in responseto
stakeholder feedback, including updates on remediation plans (asdiscussed
below). Workshops without an associatedbiannual report releasewill serveasa
discussion forum to address updates between the biannual reports, newly
identified issues,and other stakeholder concernsand comments. Within 60 days
following the fourth anniversary of the first workshop, Utilities shall submit a
Tier 3 Advice Letter proposing to either sunsetor extend the quarterly ICA
workshop series.

36. Within 60days of the secondquarterly Integration Capacity Analysis
(ICA) workshop held, Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas&
Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company shall eachsubmit a
Tier 3 advice letter proposing an adopted remediation plan for the ICA, with a
proposed schedule of activities. This plan will establish a baselinefor the
biannual ICA reporting on remediation plans, asdirected by Ordering Paragraph

34.
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37. Within 90days of the issuanceof this decision, Pacific Gasand Electric
Company (PG&E) shall submit a Tier 1 Advice Letter describing in detail the
company’s plan to incorporate Load Integration Capacity Analysis results into
internal energization businessprocesses.

38. Within 90days of the issuanceof this decision, SanDiego Gasé& Electric
Company and Southern California Edison Company shall eachsubmit a Tier 1
Advice Letter describing in detail the technical reason(s)why thesecompanies
are not able to incorporate load Integration Capacity Analysis results into
internal energization timelines and what, if any, stepsare needed to remediate
thesebarriers.

39. No later than December 15, 2026,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas& Electric Company, and Southern California Edison Company
(Utilities) shall implement the list of miscellaneous Integration Capacity Analysis
(ICA) usability and data portal improvements provided in Section3.27.10f this
decision. Effective immediately, Utilities shall also eachmaintain an ICA issues
reporting email addressidentified and accessibleon eachUtility’'s website.
Utilities shall include reporting that identifies the reported issuesand how the
issueswere resolved in the consolidated biannual ICA and data portals report
adopted in Ordering Paragraph 35above. No later than December 15,2030,
Utilities shall submit a Tier 3 Advice Letter requesting to sunsetor continue the
reporting requirement.

40. Pacific Gasand Electric Company, SanDiego Gas& Electric Company and
Southern California Edison Company are authorized to track costsfor
implementing the improvements adopted in this decision to the distribution
resourcesplan memorandum accounts previously authorized in

Decision 18-02-004.
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41. No later than December 31, 2024,Pacific Gasand Electric Company, San
Diego Gas& Electric Company and Southern California Edison Company shall
eachsubmit a Tier 1 advice letter requesting to update their respective
distribution resourcesplan memorandum accountsauthorized in Decision 18-02-
004to allow for tracking of costsfor the improvements adopted in this decision,
asdirected in Ordering Paragraph 40above.

42. Rulemaking 21-06-017remains open to addressthe other tracks and phases
of the proceeding.

This order is effective today.

Dated , at Sacramento,California.
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