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DECISION ADDRESSING TRACK 3 ISSUES DIRECTING
LARGE INVESTOR-OWNED UTILITIES TO SUPPORT
AFFORDABILITY THROUGH FLEXIBLE SERVICE CONNECTIONS

Summary

This decision directs the three large electric Investor-Owned Utilities
(IOUs), Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company, to expand the availability and use of
flexible service connections (FSCs) for customers. Building on existing offerings,
as well as directing new offerings, this decision expands the use of FSCs to
enable customers to connect to the electrical grid using available distribution
grid capacity while deferring or avoiding upgrades where feasible.

This decision directs the IOUs to implement and expand a range of
offerings that reflect customer successes and advances in the evolution of power
control systems (PCS) and technical standards. Implementation is sequenced
according to the complexity of the FSC measures and the capabilities of each
IOU’s system, while also considering the technical infrastructure needed to
support broader deployment.

This decision advances affordability by requiring the IOUs to evaluate
lower-cost mitigations when these options meet the needs of a proposed
connection and defer or avoid the need for a more costly upgrade. The IOUs
must provide customers with sufficient information about available options and
their associated operating limits to enable them to determine whether an FSC
meets their needs. The decision further addresses the rules and procedures
necessary to enable these options, including support for customer-managed
power limits and updates to the IOUs” Electric Rule 2 provisions that govern the

specifications of electric service such as the voltage range.
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Expanding FSCs also requires technical capabilities, coordination, and
appropriate safeguards. This decision addresses these technical capabilities,
advances in interoperability, and customer choice requirements, and directs the
IOUs to propose implementation of cybersecurity considerations. It also
addresses customer education and data tracking related to enrollment in
dynamic rates for flexible connection customers.

Finally, this decision establishes data reporting and affordability tracking
requirements to document the use and outcomes of FSCs. This information will
assist in assessing affordability impacts and informing future implementation.
Taken together, these actions establish a framework for expanding FSCs.
Expansion of FSCs allows for greater use of existing distribution capacity,
additional customer connection options, reduction in infrastructure costs, and
development of technical and operational capabilities needed to support these
options over time.

This decision results in the following outcomes:

e Requires IOUs to evaluate customers for FSCs prior to a
grid upgrade and directs the IOUs to propose criteria to
narrow the requirement to avoid unnecessary evaluations.

e Directs IOUs to evaluate Limited Power as a mitigation for
distribution transformer upgrades.

e Directs IOUs to update certain definitions in their Electric
Rule 2 and Rule 3 to better account for Limited Power
arrangements.

e Requires IOUs to provide and record certain information
that is helpful to customers seeking to establish self-
managed Limited Power arrangements.

e Extends to SDG&E the FSC Standard Offer that the
Commission previously directed SCE and PG&E to
establish.
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e Directs SCE and SDG&E to implement Variable Operating

Envelope FSC offerings modeled after PG&E’s Flex
Connect.

e Establishes a process for IOUs to communicate Operating
Envelopes to customers in abnormal grid conditions based
on PG&E's Flex Connect processes.

e Directs the IOUs to establish persistent non-bridging
versions of the Standard Offer.

e Allows customers to elect to move between a bridging FSC
solution to a persistent non-bridging, within a designated
time period, if the bridging solution is meeting their needs.

e Directs PG&E to formalize its Flex Connect offering and
expand its current non-bridging generation offering to load
customers.

e Directs a workshop and further examination of the
potential for durable non-bridging solutions.

¢ Requires PG&E to submit a proposal to scale its
ChargeBoost and PanelBoost pilots, and for SCE and
SDG&E to propose scaled implementations based off
PG&E’s ChargeBoost and PanelBoost.

e Directs IOUs to host a workshop to discuss customer
choice.

e Requires IOUs to provide education on dynamic rates to
FSC customers.

e Requires IOUs to host workshops and implement
recommendations from the Smart Inverter
Operationalization Cybersecurity Subgroup report.

e Directs IOUs to track and report data related to FSCs.

This proceeding is closed.

1. Background
The purpose of Rulemaking 21-06-017 is to prepare the electric grid for a

high number of distributed energy resources (DERs). In establishing this
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proceeding, the Commission recognized the need to enable the evolution of grid
capabilities and operations to integrate DERs.1

This track of the proceeding developed a robust record, which led to the
Assigned Commissioner Proposal (ACP).2 The ACP, comments on the ACP, and
subsequent ruling responses provide the foundation for this decision.

1.1. Procedural Background

On July 2, 2021, the Commission issued an Order Instituting Rulemaking
(OIR) to Modernize the Electric Grid for a High Distributed Energy Resources
(High DER) Future.

The Assigned Commissioner’s Amended Scoping Memo and Ruling
(Amended Scoping Memo), issued on August 11, 2023, articulated three scoped
issues in Track 3, Phase 1 of this proceeding. The scoped issues for Track 3 focus
on identifying priority uses for new technologies® based on the value they may
provide to operators and ratepayers, specifying the roadmaps for adopting these
technologies, and evaluating cybersecurity standards to ensure secure
communications.

The OIR directed the formation of the Smart Inverter Operationalization

Working Group (SIOWG), which focused on identifying priority uses for new

1 California Public Utilities Commission’s July 2, 2021 Order Instituting Rulemaking to
Modernize the Electric Grid for a High Distributed Energy Resources Future at 14.

2 Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting Comment on
Assigned Commissioner’s Proposal on Flexible Service Connections. July 7, 2026.

3 The proceeding has considered generation technologies operationalized by smart inverters
and updated standards for power control systems that are capable of addressing both load and
generation.

-5-
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technologies* and specifying the roadmaps for adopting these technologies. The
Smart Inverter Operationalization Cybersecurity Subgroup (SIO-CS), also
formed by the OIR, evaluated cybersecurity standards to ensure secure
communications. These working groups began in 2022 and concluded in 2024,
with each providing a report that included recommendations for Commission
action.

On May 29, 2024, the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) issued a Ruling
entering the SIOWG and SIO-CS reports into the record of this proceeding and
requested party comment to 35 questions. These questions focused on smart
inverter operationalization use case prioritization, firm import and export limits
and non-firm import and export capacity, smarter inverter use cases, regulatory
issues, and technical and cybersecurity requirements. Both reports cite the
Underwriters Laboratory (UL) standard 3141, which provides requirements for
testing power control systems (PCS) export and import limiting, with the SIOWG
report referencing it as an existing resource® and including it in its technology
roadmap table.6

On July 8, 2024, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), California
Community Choice Association (CalCCA), Public Advocates Office at the
California Public Utilities Commission (Cal Advocates), California Solar and
Storage Association (CALSSA), San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E),
Southern California Edison Company (SCE), Vehicle-Grid Integration Council

4 The proceeding has considered generation technologies operationalized by smart inverters
and updated standards for power control systems that are capable of addressing both load and
generation.

5 SIOWG Report at 114-116.
6 SIOWG Report at 120.
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(VGIC), and Enphase Energy, Inc. (Enphase) filed comments in response to the
ruling. On July 22 and July 24, 2024, Cal Advocates, Utility Consumers Action
Network (UCAN), SDG&E, Clean Coalition, CalCCA, VGIC, PG&E, Enphase,
SCE, and Small Business Utility Advocates (SBUA) filed reply comments in
response to the ruling.

On October 23, 2024, the Commission adopted D.24-10-030. This decision
implements near-term improvements to the Distribution Planning and Execution
Process to address Track 1 of this OIR. In relevant part, D.24-10-030 directed
PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E, collectively, the Investor-Owned Ultilities (IOUs), to
develop and report on bridging strategies that accommodate energization
requests that trigger upstream distribution capacity work, as well as provide a
preliminary capacity assessment.”

On December 16, 2024, the IOUs filed the Bridging Strategies Reports in
R.21-06-017 and R.24-01-018, as ordered in D.24-10-030 Ordering Paragraph (OP)
18. In relevant part, these reports describe the technologies and strategies used
by the IOUs to provide customers with Flexible Connections. Strategies in these
reports include PG&E’s Load Limit Letter (LLL), PG&E’s Flex Connect pilot (Flex
Connect), 8 SCE’s Load Control Management System (LCMS), 2 and other
solutions.

On February 7, 2025, the assigned Commissioner and AL]Js issued a ruling
seeking additional information from parties and modifying the schedule for
Track 3. The ruling clarified that Track 3 would address medium- and longer-

term mechanisms for the implementation of non-firm flexible grid connections,

7D.24-10-030 OP 18.
8 PG&E’s Bridging Solutions Strategies Compliance Report at 2-3.
9 SCE Plan and Compliance Report and Bridging Strategies and Solutions at 6-7.

_7-
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and that Track 2 would address operational aspects to facilitate more efficient
use of these mechanisms within the distribution system. Thirteen parties filed
opening comments responding to the ruling on March 13, 2025, and nine parties
tiled reply comments on March 27, 2025. A separate ruling was simultaneously
issued in R.24-01-018 to clarify next steps for that proceeding to consider near-
term solutions for flexible service connections (FSCs) related to firm capacity
import limits.

On February 28, 2025, PG&E filed the Op Flex Pilot Report (Op Flex
Report) in R.17-07-00710 in accordance with D.21-06-002 OP 18 and Resolution E-
5260 OP 2. The Op Flex Report detailed PG&E'’s learnings from PG&E'’s
Distributed Energy Resource Management System (DERMS) rollout in 2024 to
use Flexible Connections to mitigate operational flexibility constraints on the grid
for distribution-connected customers.!!

On November 3, 2025 an Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling Seeking
Additional Information on DER Enabled Near-Term Flexible Connections
(Flexible Connections Ruling) modified the proceeding schedule, directed IOUs
to provide information on the readiness of technologies needed to support
flexible grid connections, invited party comment on recommendations of the
SIOWG related to the development of FSCs, and provided definitions of terms.
The Flexible Connections Ruling focused on the areas of the record where
meaningful progress could be made towards better leveraging the electric system
to allow for DERs or load to unlock existing capacity. The IOUs filed responses

on November 25, 2025. Eleven parties filed opening comments responding to the

10 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider Streamlining Interconnection of Distributed Energy
Resources and Improvements to Rule 21.

11 PG&E Op Flex Pilot Report at 2.
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ruling on December 19, 2025, and six parties filed reply comments on January 2,
2026.

On February 5, 2026, the Commission adopted D.26-02-025, establishing a
Standard Offer process within the design and engineering step of PG&E and
SCE’s energization process that establishes an optional FSC agreement for
customers affected by distribution capacity constraints. In relevant part, D.26-02-
025 also directed PG&E and SCE to create a Static Operating Envelope (SOE)
providing firm bridging capacity for a single customer, established a consistent
preliminary capacity assessment process, and provided reporting upon these
efforts.

The February 6, 2026 Assigned Commissioner and ALJ Ruling (Workshop
Ruling) provided workshop information for the all-party workshop and schedule
modifications for Track 3. The Workshop Ruling further focused this proceeding
on FSCs, modified the schedule to incorporate workshop activities, set forth eight
discrete topics for discussion, and took official notice of relevant documents. The
topics of discussion that the Workshop Ruling identified include use of
Distributed Energy Resource Management System (DERMS)/Advanced
Distributed Management System (ADMS) to enable Variable Operating
Envelopes (VOEs), tools for characterizing low voltage networks and generating
operating envelopes via Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) data,
aggregator-mediated operating envelopes for shared secondary constraints,
aggregator definitions, communications protocols, dynamic rate alignment, and
non-bridging solutions.

The February 20, 2026 All-Party Workshop hosted presentations by the
IOUs, IREC, CalCCA and VGIC. The discussion and slides are documented in a
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report filed by SCE on March 20, 2026 (All-Party Workshop Report), with
comments upon that report received on April 3, 2026.

On July 7, 2026, the Assigned Commissioner’s and ALJ’s Ruling (ACP
Ruling) requested comment on the Assigned Commissioner’s Proposal on FSCs
(ACP). This proposal enumerated 17 discrete recommendations, building on
demonstrated IOU abilities and offerings to propose the advancement of
bridging and non-bridging FSCs that provide firm- and non-firm capacity. The
IOUs provided a timely response on July 14, 2026. SCE, SDG&E, PG&E, IREC,
Cal Advocates, UCAN, EDF, Clean Coalition, CALSSA, SPAN, CalCCA, TMH,
Terawatt, WeaveGrid, CALSTART, Critical Loop, and Advanced Energy United
(AEU) provided opening comments on July 27, 2026. Tesla provided opening
comments on July 28, 2026. SCE, SDG&E, PG&E, IREC, Cal Advocates, UCAN,
EDF, Clean Coalition, CALSSA, SPAN, TURN, PACT, SBUA, Terawatt,
Mainspring, WeaveGrid, Universal Devices, VGIC, Critical Loop, and Voltera
Power provided reply comments on July 31, 2026.

The assigned ALJ issued a ruling on August 13, 2026 (August 2026 ALJ
Ruling) taking official notice of materials identified in the Workshop and ACP
Rulings and directed PG&E and SCE to file additional information about
engineering standards. On August 24, 2026, SCE filed additional information in
response to the August 2026 ALJ Ruling. On August 24, 2026, PG&E filed a
motion to file under seal a confidential response to the August 2026 ALJ Ruling.
On September 3, 2026, IREC filed a response opposing the PG&E motion. On
September 22, 2026, PG&E filed a reply to IREC’s response. On September 29,
2026, IREC filed a reply to PG&E’s response.

-10 -
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1.2. Submission Date
This matter was submitted on September 29, 2026 upon the filing of IREC’s

reply to PG&E’s motion to file under seal its response to the August 2026 AL]J
Ruling.
2.  Issues Before the Commission

This decision addresses Track 3 of Phase 1 of the proceeding. The

Amended Scoping Memo from August 11, 2023 identifies the following Track 3,
Phase 1 issues to address Smart Inverter Operationalization and Grid
Modernization Planning, with Phase 1 specifically addressing Smart Inverter
Operationalization.

1. Which smart inverter operationalization use cases should
be prioritized and implemented to leverage the capabilities
of smart inverters to provide value to grid operators and
ratepayers? Parties should consider, but are not limited to,
the smart inverter operationalization use cases identified in
the Rule 21 Working Group Four Report.

a. What technical, regulatory, functional, and operation
guidelines or requirements for high-priority smart
inverter operationalization use cases should the SSIOWG
develop for Commission consideration?

b. For each priority use case, what are the specific
communications and DERMS requirements (e.g., real-
time or near-real-time communications, DERMS power
flow assessment capabilities)?

c. For priority use cases what are the policies, rules, and
guidance on how Utilities should schedule or dispatch
aggregators and/or DERs and how aggregators/DERs
must respond to utility signals?

2. What technology roadmaps or other relevant Commission
directives related to DERMS and smart inverter
operationalization should be adopted to ensure the utilities
are able to implement the Working Group’s
recommendations?

-11 -
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3. What existing cybersecurity standards should be applied
for smart inverter operationalization and DERMS to ensure
communications between the equipment and management
systems are secure [e.g., Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers (IEEE) 1547.3]?

This decision addresses all of the issues set forth in the scoping memo for
Track 3 of the proceeding. It is reasonable to close this proceeding.

3. Format of This Decision

While the ACP identifies recommendations for Commission action in an
order that corresponds to the sections of the ACP, this decision addresses each
recommendation in a different order. The decision aims to address the
recommendations in order of increasing implementation complexity. The
sections are organized as follows.

Section 4 provides an overview of the ACP and background on technical
topics, including addressing the connection between the SIOWG and PCS, PCS
standards, usage of IEEE 20.30.5, and types of operating envelopes.

Section 5 addresses FSCs, utilization, and affordability and other elements
that are common across FSCs. Here, ACP recommendation 3.4 (Flexible
Connection Evaluation Requirements) is addressed.

Section 6 addresses Limited Power mitigations, self-managed Limited
Power, and updates to Electric Rules to enable these offerings. ACP
recommendations 4.1 (Large IOUs to Provide Limited Power Arrangements as
the Default Mitigation for Distribution Transformer Upgrades), 3.3 (Rule 2 —
Updating Definition of Controlled Load and Alignment Language Between
Large IOUs), and 3.2 (Large IOUs to Record and Provide Values Helpful to
Dedicated Infrastructure Customers Independently Implementing Operating

Limits) are addressed in Section 6.
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Section 7 focuses on expanding bridging options for mainline customers.
This section includes discussion of ACP recommendations 3.1 (Extension of
Standard Offer to SDG&E Customers), 4.2 (SCE and SDG&E to Implement
Variable Operating Envelope Bridging Solutions Modeled After PG&E's Flex
Connect), and 4.3 (Leveraging Enterprise DERMS-based Variable Operating
Envelope for Centralized Dynamic Operating Envelopes to Address Abnormal
Grid Conditions).

Section 8 discusses implementation of persistent non-bridging solutions
that build upon the established bridging solutions. The section discusses ACP
recommendations 6.4 (Large IOUs Should be Required to Implement a Non-
Bridging Version of the Standard Offer), 6.2 (Clarification that Current Static and
Variable Operating Envelope Customers Can Elect to Transition from a Bridging
to a Persistent Non-Bridging Solution), and 6.3 (PG&E Should Formalize its Flex
Connect Offering and Expand its Non-Bridging Flex Connect Generation Option
to Load Customers).

Section 9 addresses durable non-bridging solutions and discusses ACP
recommendation 6.1 (Establish Durable Non-Bridging Solutions for New Flexible
Connections).

Section 10 discusses Grid Edge DERMS and includes ACP
recommendations 4.4 (SCE and SDG&E Should Implement Grid Edge DERMS
for 100 A Residential Customers whose Electric Vehicle Charging Would
Normally Require an Upgrade) and 4.5 (Establish a Series of Energy Division-led
Workshops with Reports to Further Develop Grid Edge DERMS Solutions).

Section 11 addresses ACP recommendation 7.1 (Interoperability and

Customer Choice Requirements).
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Section 12 addresses dynamic rates, ACP recommendations 8.1 (Real-Time
Pricing Rate Enrollment) and 8.2 (Data Tracking).

Section 13 discusses cybersecurity implementation, ACP recommendation
5.1 (Direct IOUs to Propose Implementation of Baseline Cybersecurity
Considerations from the SIO-CS).

Section 14 discusses data reporting and affordability tracking.

Section 15 discusses outdated deferral reporting requirements for the Grid
Needs Assessments and Distribution Upgrade Project Reports.

Implementation timing and next steps are addressed in Section 16.

Lastly, section 17 discusses public comments on the docket card of this
proceeding.

4. Assigned Commissioner’s Proposal on Flexible
Service, Decision Structure, and Relevant Technical
information to Inform Decision

The July 7, 2026 ACP stems from the Smart Inverter Operationalization
Working Group (SIOWG) Report, which identifies high-priority use cases. The
use cases presented in the SIOWG Report focus on the ability of a power system
to respond reliably and safely to changes in electricity demand and generation.!2
The IOUs’ Bridging!? Solutions and Operational Flexibility Reports also informed
the ACP. These reports detailed early implementation solutions that utilize PCS,
as well as the bridging solution directed by Decision (D.) 26-02-025.

The ACP proposes 17 enumerated recommendations for Commission
action aimed at supporting affordability for customers through enabling and

scaling FSCs to the distribution grid. The ACP supports atfordability by

12 SJOWG Report at iii.

13 “Bridging” solutions enable customers to receive service while needed infrastructure
upgrades to provide service are designed, permitted, and constructed.

-14 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH?7 /smt PROPOSED DECISION

maximizing the efficient use of existing distribution capacity and reducing or
deferring infrastructure capital investment through:
e Enabling and scaling FSCs!# to the distribution grid with
non-firm capacity in a manner that adapts to changing
needs.
e Proposing offerings that safely and reliably increase the
utilization of existing infrastructure.

e Building utility capability in managing centralized and
Grid Edge non-firm load and generation capacity as a
foundation to enable more advanced use cases in the future
involving DER orchestration and DER grid services.

The ACP discusses the primary distribution grid as two classes of circuits
according to their level of modeling and deployed offerings: Mainline circuits
and Lateral circuits.’> Mainline circuits are the portions of the primary
distribution grid that directly convey power from substations through three large
phase conductors to the service transformers that serve most of the system
demand. Mainline circuits are routinely modeled in power flow software, and
their customers are served without the use of smaller medium-voltage primary
lateral conductors.1¢ Lateral circuits are the portions of the primary distribution
grid that are fed from the Mainline circuits through smaller conductors. Lateral

circuits serve the majority of distribution customers.?”

14 Flexible Connection is defined as a means of connecting a customer to a utility’s distribution
system under specific capacity limits. Flexible Service Connection is a Flexible Connection
provided for the purpose of serving customer load. Flexible Generation Connection is a Flexible
Connection provided for the purpose of serving customer generation.

15 ACP at 15.
16 ACP at 15.
17 ACP at 16
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The ACP addresses three forms of FSCs: bridging, persistent non-bridging,
and durable non-bridging. Bridging solutions provide temporary access to
capacity while an upgrade proceeds upon its original schedule. Bridging
solutions do not alter the schedule or scope of planned upgrades but allow the
customer to increase their load within the limits of the existing infrastructure
until such time as it can be upgraded. Non-bridging solutions alter the timing,
scope, or necessity of the upgrade and therefore create additional opportunities
for ratepayer savings through deferral or avoidance of capital expenditures. A
non-bridging solution that persists until a piece of equipment is replaced
through normal utility operations unrelated to the solution (e.g., end of useful
life, organic load growth from other customers, etc.) is called a persistent non-
bridging solution. A durable non-bridging solution is one where the IOU and
customer agree contractually to an arrangement in which a customer operates
their equipment in a manner that resolves the capacity constraint using a control
device and no upgrade is planned.

The ACP notes that bridging and non-bridging solutions are triggered
when the utility forecast of customer demand indicates that there is insufficient
capacity for the IOU to perform that upgrade on the customer’s requested
timeline or when a customer and the IOU come to a mutual agreement that a
solution involving a mitigation rather than an upgrade is acceptable.

While the Energization proceeding, R.24-01-018, remains focused primarily
on bridging solutions, the ACP complements and builds upon the energization
work. The ACP recommends expansion of bridging solutions and examines
circumstances where FSCs may provide value beyond the period traditionally

associated with energization delays, recommending that existing bridging
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offerings be provided as non-bridging!8 mitigations rather than automatically
requiring an upgrade. The ACP addresses affordability issues by using FSCs as
tools to defer or avoid those upgrades and their associated ratepayer costs while
advancing the distribution system to meet the needs of a high DER future,
including development of a more flexible grid to accommodate load flexibility
and automation.

The ACP draws a distinction between infrastructure for the Mainline
circuits that supply large load customers and on the Lateral circuits?® that supply
a majority of customers, noting that current FSC options may only be designed
for Mainline customers. The ACP notes that compared to the costs of performing
distribution upgrades, FSC solutions may be cheaper and could enable deferral
or avoidance of upgrades and proposes offerings applicable to both Mainline and
Lateral customers. The ACP aims to advance initiatives that use FSCs to provide
customers capacity in a manner that increases the utilization of existing grid
infrastructure and provides more affordable options that will benefit ratepayers.

This decision addresses each of the ACP’s enumerated recommendations
in response to party comment,? including providing dedicated ALs where topics
are sufficiently distinct and aligning topics within the ALs where appropriate.

Additionally, this decision sequences the deliverables to ensure that

straightforward topics can be timely implemented, that topics requiring sharing

18 The key distinctions between bridging and non-bridging solutions are whether the FSC
arrangement affects the timing or need for the planned upgrade.

19 Mainline circuits are large capacity, well-modeled circuits that serve large customers and
Lateral circuits tap off the Mainline circuits to provide smaller capacity service to the majority of
customers.

20 SDG&E Opening Comments at 41, SDG&E Reply Comments at 24, PG&E Opening Comments
at 23, 29, SCE Opening Comments at 15, IREC Opening Comments at 24, Cal Advocates
Opening Comments at 14, EDF Opening Comments at 8.
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of best practices have workshops that allow for stakeholder education and
feedback prior to the filing of an AL, and that currently available offerings are
formalized before they are expanded to new IOU offerings or non-bridging
configurations.

4.1. Technical Background
To deploy FSCs safely and at scale, several supporting technologies must

be considered. FSCs provide grid benefits only when overall reliability and
safety are preserved. In many cases, this requires load limiting or export limiting
capabilities, often managed through PCS, to ensure appropriate operating
conditions. Advanced FSCs with communicated capacity limits also depend on
customers who can receive and comply with scheduled limits, and on a
distribution system operator capable of determining and dispatching those
limits, such as through a DERMS.

41.1. SIOWG and Power Control Systems
Track 3 Phase 1 of the High DER Proceeding tasked the SIOWG with

addressing which smart inverter operationalization use cases should be
prioritized and implemented to leverage the capabilities of smart inverters to
provide value to grid operators and ratepayers. Further, it asked what technical,
regulatory, functional, and operational guidelines or requirements for high-
priority smart inverter operationalization use cases should the SIOWG develop
for Commission consideration.

The SIOWG Report, introduced to the High DER Proceeding record on
May 29, 2024, identified operational flexibility and the ability of a power system
to respond reliably and safely to changes in electricity demand and generation as
the highest priority use case for smart inverters and DERs. The SIOWG Report

additionally provided information on the technologies expected to be necessary
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for large scale implementation. The SIOWG argued that operational flexibility
was achievable through firm capacity?! and non-firm capacity.22 Together these
formed the conceptual basis for FSCs. To support its goals, the SIOWG identified
PCS, particularly with the capabilities proposed in the UL 3141 Outline of
Investigation as an essential tool.2? Similarly, the SIOWG identified IEEE 2030.5
as a reasonable communications protocol.2*

On October 9, 2024, UL published version two of standard 3141, covering
PCS used in DER systems (UL 3141). UL 3141 allows a PCS to be evaluated for
Power Import Limiting and/or Power Export Limiting where the control is

exerted at the point of common coupling.

4.1.2. Evolution of PCS Standards
In May 2024, when the SIOWG Report was entered into the record of this

proceeding, UL 3141 existed in draft form and was identified as a resource for
achieving use cases.? Its subsequent publication provided a standardized means
of certifying that a PCS will limit import, export, or both at the point of common
coupling. D.26-02-025 relied upon the UL 3141 standard in establishing safe
harbor treatment for controlled load.?¢ The availability of a certification standard

for load-side power control, which did not exist when this proceeding was

2 Firm Capacity is load or generation capacity that is contractually obligated and remains in
place.

22 Non-Firm Capacity is additional capacity above the Firm Capacity that the operator obligates
to a customer based on updates to the operator’s forecast or measured grid conditions. These
capacity values are provided to the customer through periodic communications.

2 SIOWG Report at 77-78.

24 SJOWG Report at 74.

25 SIOWG Report at 114-116.

26 D.26-02-025 Finding of Fact 30.
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opened, is one of the developments that allows the mitigations addressed in this

decision to be offered at scale.

4.1.3. Usage of 2030.5 to Provide Schedule of
Values and Obtain Site Telemetry

IEEE 2030.5 has been the default communications protocol under Electric
Rule 21, a direction the Commission confirmed in Resolution E-5038 shortly after
this proceeding opened.?”

Over the pendency of this proceeding the IEEE 2030.5 protocol moved into
production, first for telemetry and then for control. PG&E deployed an IEEE
2030.5 interface with the first phase of its enterprise DERMS in 202328 and has
used that same interface to control customer load and generation in production
since October 2024.29 PG&E'’s Flex Connect uses IEEE 2030.5 to deliver day-
ahead, hourly-interval operating limits to the customer’s technology provider, to
send real-time updates by exception, and to receive site telemetry.30 SCE, as part
of a demonstration project in 2021, used IEEE 2030.5 to dispatch customer
inverters.3! IEEE 2030.5 is supported by both PG&E and SCE DERMS. 32 SDG&E
reported in 2024 that it remained still early in its development of the IEEE 2030.5

27 Rule 21 section Hh.5, Resolution E-5038.

28 PG&E Grid Modernization Report at 5.

29 Workshop Report at 53, Op Flex Report at 12.

30 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 53, ACR at 5 fn.4 (Nov. 3, 2025), PG&E Op Flex Report
at 26.

31 SCE EASE Report at 5.

32 Op Flex Report at 8; PG&E Opening Comments on SIOWG ACR (July 8, 2024) at 14, SCE
Comments on DER ACR at 5, SCE Grid Mod Report at 4.
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head end system.33 SDG&E’s Enterprise DERMS procurement and integration is
planned for 2027-2028.34

The ability to have a schedule of values delivered in advance, telemetry
returned to the utility, and a fail-safe, are the functional elements that support
the VOE offerings directed in this decision.

4.1.4. Types of Operating Envelopes
Used for FSCs

Currently available FSCs allow for five different tiers of capacity control,
differentiated by temporal granularity. Limited Power, Static Operating
Envelopes (SOEs), VOEs, Dynamic Operating Envelopes (DOEs), and Grid Edge
DOEs represent a continuum of increasing operational sophistication that
enables progressively greater utilization of distribution infrastructure, as well as
greater technological requirements to unlock capacity while maintaining safe
and reliable operation.?® These tiers are summarized in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Characteristics and Requirements of FSC Tiers

Tier of Capacity Source and Frequency of | Communication Level of Required
Control Directed Non-Firm Requirements Customer
Capacity Flexibility
Limited Power None (firm) None Low, fixed
setpoint
Static Operating None (firm) None Low, fixed
Envelope setpoint

3 SDG&E Grid Mod Report, Enterprise DERMS Section (PDF page. 8-9).
3 SDG&E Opening Comments at 6, 16.
35 ACP at 22.
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Variable Forecast-based, directed | Moderate Moderate, day-
Operating at approx. daily ahead envelope
Envelope frequency
Dynamic Operating | Utility Enterprise DERMS | Near real-time High, near real-
Envelope based, directed based on time envelope
emergent circumstances
Grid Edge Autonomous sensing Very high- High, near real-
Dynamic Operating | from AMI, locally communication time envelope
Envelope refreshed every 15 between contiguous
minutes or less infrastructure and
site load/storage

Limited Power provides a flexible connection solution using a single

unchanging operating limit, rather than a schedule of values that make up an

Operating Envelope. Thus, while Limited Power is technically a single value

subset of a SOE, it is considered separately in the ACP and this decision - in part

because SOEs are designed to serve Mainline customers, while Limited Power

could be more widely scaled.3¢

A SOE establishes a predetermined schedule of fixed import or export

limits based on system constraints and remains unchanged unless updated

through utility review. SOEs are most appropriate where constraints are well

understood or infrequent and offer a low-cost, deployable option that does not

require advanced operational systems or real-time customer responsiveness.

SOEs therefore include two forms: a single-value limit (Limited Power) and a

36 ACP at 23.
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schedule of time-varying limits, the latter representing most current utility
offerings.3”

A VOE expands upon a SOE by introducing a non-firm capacity
component in addition to a fixed level of firm capacity. The firm capacity portion
is a SOE, comprising a constant schedule that is always available to the customer.
The non-firm capacity portion is additional capacity on top of the firm capacity
that could be available based on forecasted grid conditions. When additional
capacity is available, it is communicated to the customer and scheduled for
operation in advance..? This firm and non-firm capacity structure can reduce the
need for immediate infrastructure upgrades, and can provide customers with
access to additional capacity and operational flexibility without waiting for
distribution upgrades to be completed.3?

A DOE provides the most advanced FSC functionality by adjusting
non-firm capacity in real time based on evolving system conditions. Under a
DOE, customers receive a schedule of available capacity that may change
throughout the day as system and/or local conditions evolve.4 While DOEs offer
the greatest potential utilization of distribution infrastructure, they require
continuous communication and coordination between customer equipment and
utility operational platforms, creating scalability challenges..41

DOEs may also be applied to secondary distribution constraints through

Grid Edge DERMS technologies. Under this approach, devices located at

37 ACP at 25-26
38 ACP at 26.
39 ACP at 26-27.
40 ACP at 29.
4 ACP at 30.
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customer sites exchange information regarding aggregate loading conditions and
calculate DOEs for customers that have limited site capacity, share constrained
infrastructure, or both. In contrast to Enterprise DERMS-based DOEs, Grid Edge
DERMS-based DOEs may provide a scalable pathway for increasing secondary-
system hosting capacity while reducing the need for service transformers and
secondary conductor upgrades.42

5. FSC Mitigations Support Greater
Grid Utilization and Affordability

This section addresses FSCs, utilization, affordability, and other elements
that are common across FSCs. Here, recommendation 3.4 from the ACP (FSC
Evaluation Requirements) is addressed.

The ACP states that FSCs “offer an opportunity to provide customers with
needed electric capacity more quickly and at a lower cost than traditional
infrastructure upgrades in many circumstances.”43 It also states that by
increasing the use of existing grid assets and deferring or avoiding capital
investments, FSCs “can reduce upward pressure on rates while maintaining
reliability and safety.”44 This section of the proposed decision addresses the
benefits provided by FSCs, and what is expected of the IOUs as to evaluating the
feasibility of using an FSC mitigation before initiating a ratepayer funded
upgrade.

When distribution grid capacity is deemed insufficient, the measures taken
to remedy the capacity shortfall can be categorized as either low-cost mitigations

or grid upgrades. Mitigations, sometimes referred to as “no-to-low-cost

42 ACP at 30-31.
4 ACP at 9.
4 ACP at9.
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mitigations,” are characterized by being minor in nature, and historically
performed within months.#> These upgrades are expected to cost in the range of
thousands to tens of thousands of dollars, falling into maintenance functions for
the purposes of general rate case classification.4

Grid upgrades, in contrast, require significant design and procurement,
several months to years in advance to implement.#” Grid upgrades could cost
hundreds of thousands to millions of dollars to implement.4

Mitigations support utilization because they increase the load and total
energy consumption that already installed infrastructure can safely serve. An
FSC mitigation such as Limited Power, a Static or VOE, or another PCS-enabled
arrangement, resolves the constraint by keeping the customer's demand
bounded rather than by upgrading the infrastructure. This allows the
incremental load to be carried on existing equipment. Because distribution
facilities are sized to infrequent peak conditions that "may occur only rarely,"
bounding that customer’s demand within that peak converts headroom that

existed only on paper into energy actually delivered and increases utilization.

45 Examples of such mitigations include reconfiguring circuits, installing or relocating voltage
regulation equipment, adjusting existing equipment settings, enabling capacitor banks, or using
smart inverter volt/var and volt/watt capabilities.

46 Resolution E-5296 at 36-37.

47 Examples of grid upgrades include primary line reconductoring, substation transformer
replacement, and protective equipment replacement.

48 Resolution E-5296 at 41-42.
49 ACP at 13.
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No party disputes that the addition of new load without the need to also
provide an upgrade supports affordability. Parties dispute, however, whether
the use of an FSC mitigation to defer an upgrade supports affordability.50

The main mechanism by which deferral supports ratepayer affordability is
by allowing what would have been multiple sequential upgrades to be
addressed in a single upgrade project. This allows the upgrade, when built, to be
sized to load that has materialized rather than to load that was forecast. It also
allows the execution of a single bundled project rather than two or more
sequential projects.

Secondarily, deferral supports affordability by delaying the upgrade
asset’s additional revenue requirement and its associated return, depreciation,
taxes, and cost of service, which allows the current undepreciated asset to serve
that load without an increase in revenue requirement.

Based on these two factors, we find that FSC mitigations that defer
upgrades, while maintaining both safety and reliability, support affordability
and should be adopted.

5.1. ACP Section Three, Recommendation Four —
IOUs Should Evaluate the Feasibility of Using an
FSC Mitigation Before Initiating a Ratepayer
Funded Upgrade

Recommendation 3.4 of the ACP proposes requiring an IOU to evaluate
whether an FSC mitigation can address customer needs prior to initiating a
ratepayer-funded upgrade. ACP recommendation 3.4 specifies that the
mitigation option from this evaluation would be documented and presented to

the customer prior to an IOU moving forward with engineering and design of

50 PG&E Opening Comments at 3-4, 17, SDG&E Opening Comments at 11-12.
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the upgrade. Further, the ACP recommends directing the IOUs to describe how
they would implement this requirement in the HDER FSC Implementation AL,
including descriptions of (a) proposed criteria to identify eligible customers for
the appropriate FSC that is consistent across the large IOUs, (b) the evaluation
process, (c) the documentation process, and (d) the customer communication
process. The ACP recommends that after the initial approval of the HDER FSC
Implementation AL, any updates to this process be included in the IOUs” annual
Distribution Planning and Execution Process proposals.5!

This section addresses the steps that the IOUs must take to evaluate an
appropriate FSC mitigation, clarifies that the customer has the discretion to
accept or decline a FSC mitigation, and describes requirements for customer
education and communication.

5.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

UCAN strongly supports this recommendation, characterizing it as the
“single most consequential reform in the Proposal”.52 UCAN emphasizes that
this recommendation should serve as the first alternative each IOU must
evaluate. UCAN also states that no customer should be steered toward non-firm
service as their only timely option.53 UCAN asserts that auditable documentation
standards and customer-facing disclosures should be included and supports

subsequent updates to the IOU annual distribution planning processes.>*

51 ACP at 46.

52 UCAN Opening Comments at 5.

5 UCAN Opening Comments at 27-28.
5 UCAN Opening Comments at 5.
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EDF, Clean Coalition, TURN, and AEU support this recommendation.>
EDF and TURN find the recommendation consistent with the Commission's
broader objective of pursuing lower-cost, non-wires solutions where feasible.5
Clean Coalition notes implementation of the recommendation will make flexible
capacity part of the utility's routine engineering and capacity-evaluation
process.5” Clean Coalition, TURN, and PACT stress the need to provide the FSC
option without requiring a customer request.>® Clean Coalition emphasizes that
the need for timing of the FSC option be early enough to inform the customer’s
project design.>

Further, party comment broadly supports the use of non-certified PCS or
other technical means® under mutual agreement between the customer and IOU
to effectuate an FSC.

PG&E recommends that both UL 3141 and non-UL 3141 certified controls
be acceptable for any FSC Standard Offer, when mutually agreed upon.c! EDF
recommends that, in cases where a PCS solution does not exist or is not feasible,
the customer should not be excluded from participating in a non-bridging

solution if an alternative the customer and utility can agree on exists.%2 Tesla

5% AEU Opening Comments at 11.
5 EDF Opening Comments at 5-6, Clean Coalition Reply Comments at 3-4.
57 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.

58 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3, TURN Reply Comments at 5, PACT Reply
Comments at 2-3.

59 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.

60 Technical means may include relay-based alternatives, timer control, properly sized
protective main service device, onsite storage, etc.

61 PG&E Opening Comments at 27.
62 EDF Opening Comments at 7.
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recommends that the Commission not require UL 3141 for implementation of a
“Limited Power” setpoint type FSC arrangement. It notes that a UL 3141
requirement may be more appropriate in the future when more certified
equipment is available for the more sophisticated FSC tiers.®3 Mainspring
comments that several service option sub-types are not compatible with UL 3141
certification, and thus requiring UL 3141 certification may stymie the growth of
flexible solutions.®* Terawatt asserts that requiring that Limited Power
arrangements use UL 3141-certified equipment imposes unnecessary cost and
complexity on EV fleet charging customers, and recommends not mandating UL
3141 certification.®> PACT and Critical Loop agree with opening comments from
Terawatt and PG&E to not require UL 3141 certification.t®

Qualified support for this recommendation is provided by Cal Advocates,
IREC, CALSSA, CALSTART, TMH, and Critical Loop.

Cal Advocates qualifies its support upon clarification of the
implementation methodology, identification of the baseline upgrade that was
avoided or deferred, and cost and timing data tracking sufficient to determine
reductions in ratepayer costs.®” Until ratepayer cost reductions can be confirmed,

Cal Advocates opposes any incentives, rebates, compensation mechanisms, or

63 Tesla Opening Comments at 5.

¢4 Mainspring Reply Comments at 6.

65 Terawatt Opening Comments at 4.

6 PACT Reply Comments at 4, Critical Loop Reply Comments at 9.
67 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 7-8.
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new ratepayer-funded technology investments.®8 This cost and timing data
tracking is supported by TURN.®

IREC supports ACP recommendation 3.4 while recognizing that it would
introduce a new IOU-controlled step in an already-slow energization process.
This, according to IREC, may only be useful for a limited number of customers
with flexible demand.” IREC urges the Commission to require IOUs to provide
information sufficient to facilitate customer decisions,”! allow customers to
indicate interest in FSCs at the time of the energization request, and be presented
FSC mitigation options when they will be responsible for upgrade costs.”2

CALSSA supports creating a standardized process that includes
alternative flexibility mechanisms as a first option before traditional grid
upgrades. CALSSA also recommends that this standardized evaluation process
apply to all distribution upgrades, not just those that are directly funded by
ratepayers.”3

CALSTART supports the provision of flexible connection mitigations in

the form of Limited Power or a SOE upon customer request.”* However,

68 Cal Advocates Reply Comments at 3-4.
6 TURN Reply Comments at 5.
70 IREC Opening Comments at 20-21.

71 Ibid at 21: “the likely upgrade schedule, expected curtailment as determined by a curtailment
study, the equipment the customer would need, and basic time ranges;” IREC reply at 13: “At a
minimum, a customer who may benefit from a flexible service connection should receive an
expected schedule both for implementation of the flexible solution and for completion of the
triggered upgrade, together with the static or variable options available at that site and the
equipment each would require.”

72 JREC Reply Comments at 13.
73 CALSSA Opening Comments at 4.
74 CALSTART Opening Comments at 3.
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CALSTART recommends that a default mitigation be provided upon customer
request, as a first offer rather than a final determination. CALSTART also
recommends that an upgrade or bridging solution be the default option unless
and until the customer requests a mitigation.”>

TMH also supports a mitigation evaluation requirement only when a
customer affirmatively opts in to a flexible connection by checking a box on their
load request.”6

Critical Loop and AEU emphasize that a certified PCS should be a
presumptively accepted option. Both support the IOUs establishing that
approval for both certified and uncertified technical means be transferrable
between the IOUs, absent a documented material system difference.””

Tesla raises concerns that forcing the utility to provide an evaluation for
every single service request may slow down and overwhelm IOU resources and
lead to reduced service levels.”

Voltera asks that evaluations run concurrently with conventional capacity
pathways without causing delay.”

The IOUs oppose a requirement to evaluate FSC alternatives for every
service request, arguing that this effort may overwhelm IOU resources and
reduce service levels. The IOUs recommend that alternatives be provided upon

customer request instead of for all applications.

75 CALSTART Opening Comments at 4.

76 TMH Opening Comments at 5.

77 Critical Loop Reply Comments at 9, AEU Opening Comments at 20.
78 Tesla Opening Comments at 10.

7 Voltera Reply Comments at 3.
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PG&E argues for modifications to the recommendation aimed at avoiding
unnecessary delay.80 It warns that some loads are too large relative to their
constraint for a flexible connection option to be meaningful.8! PG&E
recommends modifications including introducing a customer size threshold and
screening criteria and clarifying that evaluations should be performed where
they provide value and where there is a realistic opportunity to defer or avoid an
upgrade.82

SCE recognizes that FSCs can provide meaningful benefits in appropriate
circumstances.83 SCE agrees with PG&E that flexible service arrangements are
not appropriate for every customer. SCE recommends further modifications that
include assessing both the technical feasibility and the likelihood that the flexible
service arrangement is more cost-effective than other available mitigations SCE
recommends that the Commission establish a framework that preserves
customer choice while allowing IOUs to develop appropriate eligibility criteria,
evaluation processes, documentation requirements, and customer
communication protocols.8

SDG&E contends that evaluating a flexible connection for every service
request is overly burdensome. It recommends modification of the proposal to
require such an evaluation only if SDG&E determines that it will be unable to

construct the needed distribution upgrades in time to fully satisfy the customer’s

80 PG&E Opening Comments at 7.
81 PG&E Opening Comments at 8.
82 PG&E Opening Comments at 8.
8 SCE Opening Comments at 7.

8¢ SCE Opening Comments at 7-8.
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energization request. 85 SDG&E also states that the evaluation only be done
where the customer has indicated their willingness to consider the possibility of
a flexible connection bridging solution on its load energization application.8

5.1.2. Discussion

In response to party comments described above, first, we clarify that FSC
participation is voluntary. No Flexible Connection offering, at this time, shall be
implemented unless and until that customer agrees to such an offering and that
offering’s terms. Second, implementation of the FSC offerings are intended
to shorten and not lengthen the timeline for energization consistent with
D.24-09-020.

As noted above, the ACP proposes directing the IOUs to provide
consistent criteria to identify customers eligible for an FSC mitigation evaluation.
We recognize the points provided by Tesla and the IOUs regarding constraints
on resources if universal evaluations were required. In response to such
concerns, this decision directs the IOUs to propose criteria to determine which
customers should receive FSC mitigation evaluations. The criteria will be
included as part of the IOUs Tier 3 High DER Implementation AL.

We are persuaded by TMH, CALSTART, IREC, and SDG&E that the IOUs
should collect information on the customer’s willingness to consider an FSC
during the energization application process, consistent with existing Standard
Offer FSC practices.8”

However, several of the FSC offerings are contingent on factors besides

willingness (e.g., size, secondary infrastructure, EV charging, etc.). We agree with

8 SDG&E Opening Comments at 30-31.
86 SDG&E Opening Comments at 30-31.
87 D.26-02-025 at 21.
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TURN that there may be situations where requiring a customer to indicate
interest will result in missed savings opportunities.8® We also agree with TURN
and IREC that there may be missed savings opportunities if customer interest is
the sole trigger for an FSC solution evaluation. Existing FSC offerings do not rely
on indicated customer interest. IOUs independently assess suitability and
present these offerings to the customer. We therefore find it reasonable that the
IOUs not limit the FSC evaluation to only those customers that identify early
interest.

While we see value in an FSC evaluation requirement that goes beyond
customers expressing early interest, we also find merit in the IOUs” and Tesla’s
arguments that such an approach for all customers could be inefficient. We are
persuaded by PG&E and SCE that some customers may not benefit from an FSC
in terms of deferral or avoidance of an upgrade. We thus find it reasonable to
narrow the scope of the FSC evaluation requirement. The IOUs must propose in
the Tier 3 HDER FSC Implementation AL a common set of criteria for
determining which customers will receive an FSC mitigation evaluation. The
criteria must still include conducting evaluations for FSC offerings to customers
beyond those who ask for an evaluation, as the purpose of this requirement is to
enable expansion of flexible service.

We are additionally persuaded by SCE’s comment that other mitigations
beside FSCs, when more cost-effective, may be considered.8? IOUs have
historically used low- or no-cost mitigations (e.g., switching phase, voltage

regulation, etc.) that allow for full capacity. We find it reasonable to allow IOUs

8 TURN Reply Comments at 5.
89 SCE Opening Comments at 7, ACP at 7.
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to implement these mitigation measures instead where such measures are
technologically and cost-effectively appropriate.

A customer may have more than one feasible FSC mitigation. When a
customer has more than one feasible FSC option, the option that is likely to
provide the greatest ratepayer benefit should be offered. The ACP notes that
Limited Power, SOEs, VOEs, and DOEs represent a continuum of increasing
operational sophistication that enables progressively greater utilization of
distribution infrastructure.?® To the extent reasonable, using their best
engineering judgment, IOUs should prioritize FSCs that skew towards dynamic
and variable first, given their potential to maximize utilization. We leave this
ultimate decision up to the IOUs and customers.

Recommendation 3.4 of the ACP proposes that the IOUs be directed to
describe their evaluation process in the High DER FSC Implementation AL. We
agree with CALSSA as to the concept of a persistent screen.”! We also agree with
Clean Coalition that flexible capacity evaluations should be part of the utility’s
routine engineering and capacity-evaluation process.?? We agree in concept with
Cal Advocates and Clean Coalition that there is benefit to a comparison of the
FSC option against the traditional wires option.? We also conceptually agree
with TURN’s recommendation that the ALs establish all the cost and timing
impacts to be considered compelling.?* However, we find it is premature to make

this requirement. While establishing a cost comparison is important, we must

% ACP at 22.
91 CALSSA Opening Comments at 4.
92 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.

9 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 7, Clean Coalition Reply Comments at 4.

9 TURN Reply Comments at 5.
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first gather data to inform the development of any cost comparison. An
uninformed cost comparison may not appropriately capture all costs and
benefits.

We find comments from Critical Loop on the evaluation process to be
helpful and incorporate this input into the HDER FSC Implementation AL
requirements as set forth below.%

Recommendation 3.4 of the ACP proposes that the IOUs be directed to
describe the customer communication process for presenting FSC mitigation
options within the HDER FSC Implementation AL. IREC and UCAN support
standardized customer communication of FSC solutions beyond a bare list of
options.? IREC and UCAN recommend including specific communications
elements such as: operating limits, the conventional upgrade option, the term of
the offering, the exit rights of the offering, customer rate options, the expected
schedule for both the flexible solution and upgrade, the options available at the
customer site, and the equipment that would be required by these options.?” We
find the specific elements identified by IREC and UCAN for standardized
customer communications to be reasonable.

We direct each IOU to file a HDER FSC Implementation AL by the
deadline set forth in Section 16 below. We direct the IOUs to include the
following elements in the HDER FSC Implementation AL:

a. Eligibility Criteria: A consistent eligibility proposal across
IOUs that sets forth criteria and a process governing
customer notification of flexible connection options, even

% Critical Loop Opening Comments at 13-14.

% JREC Reply Comments at 13, citing Critical Loop Opening Comments at 11, UCAN Opening
Comments at 23.

97 UCAN Opening Comments at 31, IREC Reply Comments at 13.
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ii.

iii.

1v.

absent an expressed interest. These eligibility criteria shall
include metrics to narrow the scope of the requirement.
The proposed eligibility criteria shall be consistent with the
following requirements:

Each criterion is objective and can be applied using
information available to the IOU at the conclusion of the
Engineering and Design steps;

Each criterion is tied to an identified engineering,
operations, or cost reason why a Flexible Connection
could not reasonably defer or avoid an upgrade;

The criteria are consistent across the IOUs, or the AL
explains with specificity the system difference that
justifies divergence;

No customer is excluded solely by customer class or
size without a showing that customers of that class or
size lack a realistic opportunity to defer or avoid an
upgrade;

The IOU will record, for each customer screened out,
the criterion applied.

b. Evaluation Process: The process to evaluate customer

.

ii.

iii.

C.

projects for flexible service. The process should include the
following:

The appropriate Flexible Connection option shall be
presented to the customer during the Engineering and
Design step at the same time as the conventional
upgrade option and costs presented;

The conventional energization process should proceed
without delay until and unless the customer elects a
Flexible Connection offering;

The time taken by the customer to elect either a
conventional or Flexible Connection shall not be
counted against the IOU steps’ time for the purposes of
the timekeeping directed in D.24-09-020.

Documentation Process: The process to document whether
the IOU offered an FSC option to the customer, whether
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the customer took service under an FSC option, and if so
what the details of the arrangement are. This process
should include tracking of how and when the evaluation
occurs.

d. Customer Communication Process: The process to
communicate to customers about the available FSC
options. This process should include the following;:

i.  Change application forms to include information on the
benefits of FSCs;

ii. Allow a customer to indicate their interest in FSCs; and

iii. Provide customers with information to facilitate
decision making, including upgrade schedule, expected
curtailment, customer equipment needed, and basic
time ranges in sufficient detail.

5.1.2.1. Incorporation into Annual
Distribution Planning Proposals

Recommendation 3.4 of the ACP proposes that after initial approval of the
FSC Implementation AL, IOUs should include any updates to the process in their
annual distribution planning proposals. This recommendation is supported by
UCAN, while Clean Coalition also supports the IOUs reporting FSC
implementation outcomes. No party opposed this recommendation. UCAN’s
support is explicit, arguing that subsequent updates should flow through the
annual distribution planning proposals, consistent with the ACP
recommendations.? Clean Coalition asserts that incorporating FSCs into formal
planning processes will make their value consistent, predictable, and replicable,
and that the corresponding infrastructure outcome should be reflected in the

annual distribution planning filings, among others.? UCAN and Clean Coalition

% UCAN Opening Comments at 23.

99 Clean Coalition Reply Comments at 4.
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provide persuasive arguments on this issue. We find it reasonable for the IOUs to
include any necessary process updates to the flexible connection evaluation
requirement in the annual distribution planning proposals.

6. Evaluation of Limited Power Mitigations, Support
for Self-Managed Limited Power, and Update Rules
to Enable These Offerings

This section addresses the recommendations that the ACP makes
regarding Limited Power arrangements. ACP recommendation 4.1 proposes that
Limited Power arrangements should be provided as the default mitigation for
distribution transformer or secondary conductor upgrades when appropriate.
ACP recommendation 3.2 proposes directing IOUs to support customers
implementing a self-managed Limited Power arrangement by recording and
providing information computed in the engineering and design energization step
as defined in D.26-02-025. ACP recommendation 3.3 proposes updates to the
IOUs’ Rule 2 to support Limited Power and to make the Rules consistent
between the IOUs.

As described above, Limited Power provides FSC mitigation using a single
unchanging operating limit.100 This allows the customer to operate their
equipment in a manner that ensures they do not exceed the given operating limit.
This mitigation does not require power flow modeling or instrumentation and is
appropriate for customers of all sizes, located on both Mainline and Lateral
primary grids.

The simplest form of FSCs is where a customer served by dedicated
secondary infrastructure places a portion of their electric utilization equipment

within a certified PCS, which is set up to limit the operation of that equipment

100 ACP at 23.
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such that the customer keeps their total power level below a single capacity
value. This single capacity value is based upon information provided by the IOU
or derived according to IOU processes. Self-managed FSCs that were adopted for
PG&E and SCE customers by D.26-02-025 are referred to as self-managed
Limited Power,101 as established via provisions within Electric Rules 2 and 3.

6.1. ACP Section Four, Recommendation One — IOUs
Should Evaluate Limited Power as the Default
Mitigation Before Initiating a Distribution
Transformer or Secondary Conductor Upgrade

ACP recommendation 4.1 proposes that in order to enable flexible service
offerings for Lateral primary customers, the Commission should direct the large
IOUs to incorporate Limited Power implemented by certified UL 3141 devices as
the default mitigation for distribution transformer or secondary upgrades.
Existing IOU practices and Electric Rules already allow a utility to use
mitigations to provide service. The IOUs can implement this change without
additional Electric Rule modification. The ACP proposes that this mitigation
option be offered to the customer after the engineering or initial study process
establishes the available capacity, but before the upgrade design process is
initiated.192 The ACP recommends the IOUs implement this change and detail
the workflow and customer communications through an AL.103

This section discusses modifications to this recommendation including
detailing the information the IOUs are to include in the HDER FSC

Implementation AL.

101 Limited Power and Limited Operation were used interchangeably in the ACP to describe this
FSC. We use Limited Power to refer to this FSC for Load Customers and for Generation
customers not utilizing existing Rule 21 FSC.

102 ACP at 47.
103 ACP at 47.
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6.1.1. Summary of Party Comments
The ACP recommendation 4.1 proposal has support from AEU, UCAN,

Cal Advocates, Clean Coalition, and CalCCA. AEU and UCAN state that a
Limited Power mitigation is an appropriately low-cost, low-complexity offering
that works in all IOU territories.1% UCAN supports designating Limited Power
arrangements through the use of certified UL 3141 devices as the default
mitigation for distribution transformer and secondary conductor upgrades, due
to the equipment readiness of Limited Power arrangements in all IOU
territories.105 Cal Advocates recommends Limited Power arrangements as the
default mitigation for distribution transformer upgrades.1% Clean Coalition
states that IOUs should be mandated to consider Limited Power arrangements
and other flexible connection solutions prior to implementing ratepayer-funded
distribution upgrades.107 CalCCA supports IOUs providing Limited Power
arrangements as the default mitigation for distribution transformer upgrades.108
CALSTART, EDF, CALSSA, IREC, Terawatt, Tesla, TMH, and PACT
provide qualified support. CALSTART identifies a risk that, absent a clear
statement that a mitigation is provided only upon request, an IOU could delay or
displace a needed upgrade. CALSTART further recommends offering Static
Operating Envelopes alongside Limited Power arrangements as default

mitigation options, due to these arrangements being well-suited for fleet duty

104 AEU Opening Comments at 11, UCAN Opening Comments at 6.
105 UCAN Opening Comments at 6.

106 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5.

107 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.

108 CalCCA Opening Comments at 7.
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vehicles.10 EDF supports Limited Power arrangements as the default mitigation
for distribution and secondary transformer upgrades. However, EDF also
recommends requiring the IOUs to propose a cost allocation framework for UL
3141-certified PCS costs through an AL.110 CALSSA supports Limited Power
arrangements as the default mitigation while expressing that the Commission
should expect Limited Power to be almost always a bridging approach.111 IREC
notes that most of the apparent disagreement in the record is largely due to the
unhelpful term “default” rather than the substance of a customer’s choices.112
IREC states that customers should have the option to adopt a Limited Power
arrangement when energization would otherwise be delayed, but customer
benefits should be meaningful. IREC believes that customers will incur costs
from Limited Power arrangements, and these costs must be weighed as a
potential barrier to adoption.113 Terawatt supports offering Limited Power
arrangements as a default mitigation option before capital-intensive upgrades
and further argues that Static Operating Envelopes should be a default
mitigation option as well.14 Tesla supports Limited Power arrangements but
does not support requiring UL 3141-certified devices for all FSC arrangements.!15

TMH recommends that Limited Power arrangements be included as an option

109 CALSTART Opening Comments at 4.
110 EDF Opening Comments at 6.

11 CALSSA Opening Comments at 5.

112 JREC Reply Comments at 11-12.

113 JREC Opening Comments at 22.

114 Terawatt Opening Comments at 6.

115 Tesla Opening Comments at 10.
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for default mitigation rather than a requirement.11¢ PACT states that IOUs should
be required to evaluate and present Limited Power and Static Operating
Envelope arrangements and other FSC options whenever a customer request
might trigger a distribution upgrade. PACT also states that participation must
remain voluntary.117

The IOUs oppose this recommendation. PG&E argues that Limited Power
arrangements should not be the default mitigation option for distribution
transformer and secondary conductor upgrades, as energization delays would
occur.18 SCE does not support Limited Power arrangements as the default
mitigation option and states that these arrangements might not be cost-effective
and should remain voluntary.1® SDG&E states that Limited Power arrangements
should be an option but not the default mitigation option for distribution
transformer and secondary conductor upgrades.120

SDG&E identifies conditions in which a flexible arrangement would be
infeasible and requests to preserve IOU discretion to decline an arrangement
under transparent criteria where grid conditions or customer characteristics pose
heightened risk.121 SCE states that the IOUs should retain discretion to choose
between flexibility and upgrades based on safety, reliability, customer needs,

economics, and system conditions.122

116 TMH Opening Comments at 5.

117 PACT Reply Comments at 3.

118 PG&E Opening Comments at 9.

119 SCE Opening Comments at 10.

120 SDG&E Opening Comments at 31.

121 SDG&E Opening Comments at 32, SDG&E Reply Comments at Appendix A-3.
122 SCE Opening Comments at 4.
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AEU raises the issue that the prioritization of which Flexible Connection
offering should be offered is not clear (e.g., should a residential 100 amp EV
customer be offered ChargeBoost or Limited Power).123

CALSSA, the IOUs, and PACT view a distribution transformer or
secondary conductor Limited Power mitigation as a bridging solution.12* IREC,
however, asserts this is a use case where a non-bridging arrangement may
work.1%

6.1.2. Discussion

We find merit in IREC’s observation that most of the disagreement in the
record here is due to the term “default.” We are additionally persuaded by the
IOUs' position that they maintain discretion to decline a Limited Power
arrangement under transparent risk-based criteria. This decision makes clear that
the IOUs are required to evaluate whether an FSC is appropriate where the
customer agrees to the terms of service.

We are also persuaded by CALSTART’s position as to the risk of delay. We
recognize that the initiation of an upgrade design process is undefined in the
ACP. As discussed in Section 5 of this decision, the conventional energization
process should proceed without delay until the customer elects an FSC offering.
In order to avoid delay, a mitigation will only be implemented upon a
customer’s agreement to the terms of service. The mitigation offering will be

presented to the customer at the same time as the conventional upgrade option

123 AEU Opening Comments at 10.

124 CALSSA Opening Comments at 5, PG&E Opening Comments at 9-10, SDG&E Opening
Comments at 32-33, SCE Reply Comments at 5.

125 JREC Reply Comments at 14.
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and costs are presented, rather than before the upgrade design process is
initiated.

We note that parties address both whether a UL 3141 certified PCS should
be required and whether there should be a cost allocation framework established
for these systems.

No currently offered IOU FSC requires the use of a UL 3141 certified PCS.
In that context, we are persuaded that the use of non-certified PCS or other
technical means under mutual agreement between the customer and IOU should
be allowed in addition to UL 3141-certified PCS. We encourage the IOUs to
establish a method for ensuring that the approval of the technical means of
capacity control at one IOU can be honored with the other two IOUs, absent a
documented material system difference.

Accordingly, we find it reasonable for the IOUs to evaluate Limited Power
as a mitigation, rather than the default, for distribution transformer and
secondary conductor capacity constraints.

The following items are to be included in the IOUs” HDER FSC
Implementation AL: proposed workflow, customer communications, and
transparent risk-based criteria used to evaluate Limited Power as a mitigation for
distribution transformer and secondary conductor capacity constraints.

6.2. ACP Section Three, Recommendation
Three — Rule 2 Updates

ACP recommendation 3.3 proposes updates to the IOUs’ Electric Rule 2 to
support Limited Power arrangements and to make the Rules consistent between
the IOUs. The purpose of this recommendation is to address technical definitions
associated with calculating customer load and the load that is controlled on a

customer’s premises to better support the customer’s ability to manage Limited
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Power arrangements. The ACP recommends the addition of demand load!2¢ and
secondary conductor rating, when available, as criteria to the controlled load
definition to better align the customer’s Limited Power setpoint with utility
demand assumptions and expectations. The ACP recommends that the IOUs
modify their Rule 2 Section H.7 to reflect that the PCS limit for controlled load
shall be the lesser of connected load, demand load, or secondary conductor
rating. In addition, the ACP recommends that SCE and SDG&E cite IEEE 519 as
the basis of its definition for harmful waveforms and harmonics (in alighment
with PG&E’s Rule 2 language), and the excising of gendered language.1?” The
ACP recommends that the IOUs make these changes through an AL.

Controlled load is the customer load that is subject to modulation or
disconnection by a PCS. Load, when defined as “controlled load,” ensures that
equipment load within a UL 3141 certified PCS will not be included in the
computation of demand load when an IOU assesses the capacity needed to serve
a site.

When an existing customer served by dedicated secondary infrastructure
determines that their operations require additional electrical equipment and does
not wish to go through the IOU energization process, they are permitted to use
self-managed Limited Power to install this additional equipment under the
control of a certified PCS as controlled load. The customer’s ability to use self-
managed Limited Power, however, relies upon having the correct capacity value

to input into that PCS.

126 Joint Standard Offer AL at 5: “The portion of the connected load estimated to operate
simultaneously, expressed in kW or kVA, and which imposes increased demand on the utility
distribution system.”

127 ACP at 45-46.
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D.26-02-025 directed!28 that the capacity value input into the PCS be based
upon the customer’s connected load.1?? SCE states that it is technically incorrect
to use the connected load value as a basis for calculating the PCS capacity limit
supporting controlled load.130

To ensure a technically correct controlled load definition, the ACP
recommends an update to the method used for determining the value of the PCS
capacity limit. Instead of basing this capacity limit on connected load, the ACP
recommends that it be updated to the lesser of the capacity values of connected
load, demand load,3! or secondary conductor rating.132

6.2.1. Summary of Party Comments
Both D.26-02-025133 and party comment in response to ACP

recommendation 4.3 support alignment between the IOUs” description of service
(Rule 2) and application for service (Rule 3) energization rules.

The ACP recommendation to update the definition of controlled load is
supported by SDG&E, UCAN, CalCCA, Cal Advocates, and AEU.134 This

support is based on the recommendation’s potential to address the overloading

128 D.26-02-025 at Appendix D.

129 PG&E Rule 2 at sheet 20: Connected Load is the sum of the rated capacities of all of the
Customer's electric utilization equipment that is served through one metering point and that
may be operated at the same time.

130 SCE Opening Comments at 13-14.

131 Joint Standard Offer AL at 5: “The portion of the connected load estimated to operate
simultaneously, expressed in kW or kVA, and which imposes increased demand on the utility
distribution system.”

132 ACP at 45, footnote 66.

133 D.26-02-025 at 40 - "We encourage PG&E and SCE to utilize common terminology and
consistent processes within their Tariff Rule 2 where possible."

13¢ SDG&E Opening Comments at 29, UCAN Opening Comments at 6, CalCCA Opening
Comments at 5, 7, AEU Opening Comments at 11.
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concern raised in the all-party workshop!® by IREC. SDG&E, UCAN, Cal
Advocates, and AEU also support the recommendation based on an updated
definition’s ability to provide consistency among the IOUs.136

CalCCA supports this recommendation without qualification.3”

SDG&E supports the harmonization of Rule 2 language on connected load,
demand load, secondary conductor rating, and harmful wave and harmonics.138
SDG&E recommends that the Commission adopt definitions consistent with
existing utility engineering and design standards.1%

PG&E supports this recommendation and suggests further refinements of
the Electric Rules for service and customer energization “consistent with the aims
of this proposal.”140 PG&E states that nameplate capacity, 14! and therefore
connected load as defined by the IOUs” Rule 2 documents, may be a misleading
indicator for equipment load values. PG&E further recommends that Rule 2
language regarding the derivation of PCS limitations should allow PG&E to
determine the limited factor, and PCS devices should be located at the service

termination point to account for multi-meter configurations.!42 PG&E

135 Track 3 All party workshop report Appendix C at 115-118.

13 JREC Opening Comments at 18, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 21, SCE Opening
Comments at 7.

137 CalCCA Opening Comments at 7.

138 SDG&E Opening Comments at 29.

139 SDG&E Opening Comments at 28-29.
140 PG&E Opening Comments at 6-7.

141 PG&E Reply Comments at 4.

142 PG&E Reply Comments at 3-4.
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additionally recommends that the connected load term is replaced with demand
load in Rule 2 Section H.7.143

IREC supports the ACP’s proposed updates to Rule 2 language with
“minor modifications.”144 IREC states that removing connected load as a
determinant of PCS setpoint, as per the ACP recommendation, “mitigates the
risk of secondary conductor and shared infrastructure overload caused by an
Operating Limit that is too high.”145 IREC notes that because the connected load
is always equal to or greater than the demand load, the definition of controllable
load in Rule 2 Section H.7 should remove “connected load” for clarity because it
is unnecessary.¢ IREC also recommends including a new term - “continuous
secondary equipment rating,” rather than “secondary conductor rating.”147

SCE recommends that any modifications to Rule 2 not establish an
obligation for a customer to install or operate under PCS or other flexible
connection arrangements.148

6.3. Discussion

This decision adopts definitions for controlled load consistent with
existing utility engineering and design standards as recommended by SDG&E.
Thus, this decision utilizes demand load in the place of connected load to define
controlled load. PG&E and SCE’s joint AL (SCE AL 5790-E/PG&E AL 7868-E) to
implement a Standard Offer in compliance with D.26-02-025 (Joint Standard

143 PG&E Reply Comments at 3-4.

144 JREC Opening Comments at 18.

145 JREC Opening Comments at 20.

146 JREC Opening Comments at 20.

147 JREC Opening Comments at 19-20.
148 SCE Opening Comments at 7.
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Offer AL) defined a “Load Determination Process” to determine demand load.
We direct the IOUs to use this definition of demand load as a basis for defining
controlled load as shown in Appendix B and C to this decision.

6.3.1. Rule 2 Definition of Harmful Wave Form
PG&E’s Rule 2 Section F.2 uses the IEEE 519 standard to define Harmful

Wave Form.#? SCE and SDG&E do not explicitly use this standard in their Rule 2
tariff.150

SCE has proposed the adoption of the IEEE 519 standard?5! in AL 5848-
E.152 SDG&E supports aligning its Rule 2 Harmful Wave and Harmonics
language with PG&E'’s Section F.2.153

We agree that the IOUs should use a common definition for the harmonics
that comprise Harmful Wave Form. We also agree that utilization of IEEE
standard 519 is the most appropriate standard. We direct the IOUs to include this
definition in their Rule 2 and to include this update within the Limited Power AL
ordered in this decision.

6.3.2. Gendered Language
Gendered language is currently present within SCE and SDG&E's

Rule 2.154

149 PG&E Rule 2 at sheet 15.

150 SCE Electric Rule 2 at Sheet 9, SDG&E Electric Rule 2 at Sheet 10; SCE Opening Comments at
7, SDG&E Opening Comments at 29.

151 SCE Opening Comments at 7.
152 SCE filed AL 5848-E on August 6, 2026 and it is currently suspended pending staff review.

153 SDG&E Opening Comments at 29, SDG&E Reply Comments Appendix A at 3; PG&E Electric
Rule 2, Sheet 15.

154 SCE AL 5848-E, Appendix A, passim, SDG&E Opening Comments at 29; SDG&E Rule 2 at
sheets 1,5,7.
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SCE notes that changes proposed in AL 5848-E corrects the gendered
language in Rule 2.155 Other parties support the IOUs’ removal of gendered
language from Rule 2.156

While we acknowledge a pending SCE AL proposes to address this issue,
this decision directs the IOUs to excise gendered language from their Rule 2. We
direct SCE and SDG&E to make these changes to their Rule 2 and include the
update in their Limited Power AL.

6.3.3. Rule 2 Language on Intolerable or
Detrimental Voltage Fluctuation

ACP recommendation 3.3 states that Rule 2 would benefit from
modifications that better align customer actions with utility expectations.5” The
IOUs Electric Rule 2 language currently places the responsibility to avoid
intolerable or detrimental voltage fluctuation on the customer,58 but does not
provide any criteria defining that fluctuation. This lack of criteria does not
provide a customer self-managing Limited Power or operating within an
Operating Envelope with the certainty needed to specify and set a PCS.

SCE’s AL 5848-E identifies the IEEE 1453 standard as the basis for defining
intolerable voltage fluctuation. It is consistent with the ACP recommendations,

our treatment of Harmful Wave Form above, and with the direction in D.26-02-

155 SCE Opening Comments at 7.

156 AEU Opening Comment at 11, SCE Opening Comments at 7, SDG&E Reply Comments
Appendix A at 3.

157 ACP at 45.

158 PG&E Rule 2 section F.4.b: “...suitable means must be employed, at the Customer's expense,
to limit the voltage fluctuations to a tolerable level...”; SDG&E Rule 2 section E.1: “Customers
who operate equipment that causes detrimental voltage fluctuations...must reasonably limit
such fluctuations upon request by the Utility; SCE Rule 2 section E.1: “Customers who operate
equipment which causes detrimental voltage fluctuations...must reasonably limit such
fluctuations upon request by SCE.”
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025 that the IOUs use common terminology and consistent processes as to Rule 2
where possible so that the customer can base their actions on a defined criteria.1%®

We therefore direct the IOUs to propose language that defines intolerable
or detrimental voltage fluctuation by reference to IEEE standard 1453 within the
Limited Power AL.

6.4. ACP Section Three, Recommendation Two —
Supporting Self-Managed Limited Power
Through the Provision of Information

This section discusses information regarding service conductor capacity
and demand load values to be recorded and provided by the IOUs upon request
by customers, the process to be used for tracking and providing access to this
data, and the process by which the IOUs will update their Electric Rule 2 to
include this requirement.

Recommendation 3.2 of the ACP recommends directing the IOUs to record
the service conductor capacity and demand load values for each site as they are
computed in the Engineering and Design energization step. The ACP
recommends that the process for requesting and receiving this information
should be consistent across the IOUs. The ACP suggests the IOUs provide these
values, or confirmation that the IOU does not have recorded values for the
requested site, within 30 days of customer request.160

This ACP recommendation builds off D.26-02-025 in the Energization
Rulemaking. That decision allowed customers served by dedicated infrastructure

to add controlled load to an operating limit independent of large IOU

159 D.26-02-025 at 40.
160 ACP at 44-45.
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involvement.1¢! This process is not currently included in the IOUs’ tariffs or
Electric Rules. The ACP recommends this process be formalized and made
consistent across IOUs via an AL.

6.4.1. Summary of Party Comments

This ACP recommendation receives unqualified support from UCAN,
CalCCA, Tesla, and Cal Advocates. UCAN notes that this recommendation
“closes an information asymmetry” around demand load values being provided
to customers.162 CalCCA provides general support of this recommendation.163
Tesla supports this recommendation, noting that “customers should be provided
the data that the utility has used to determine their available capacity for a
specific service request.”164 Cal Advocates supports this proposal as being ready
for near-term adoption.16

IREC, Terawatt, Critical Loop, AEU, PG&E, and SDG&E provide qualified
support for the recommendation. IREC qualifies its support on recording
dedicated service transformer capacity and defining "demand load values. 166
AEU qualifies its support on the extension of the disclosure right to authorized
third parties.16” Terawatt qualifies its support on the provision of these values in

conjunction with the initial engineering study.168 PG&E qualifies its support on

161 ACP at 44.

162 JCAN Opening Comments at 5-6.

163 CalCCA Opening Comments at 7.

164 Tesla Opening Comments at 9.

165 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5.
166 JREC Opening Comments at 17-18.

167 AEU Opening Comments at 4, 11.

168 Terawatt Opening Comments at 5.
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the inclusion of guardrails against energization process delay.1¢? Critical Loop
qualifies its support on ensuring that the customer is provided information as to
which value or consideration is the capacity limiting factor.170 SDG&E qualifies
its support on the alignment with the service line data already collected under
the Building Decarbonization proceeding.17

SCE opposes the recommendation as drafted, citing limited incremental
customer value against significant process and administrative cost, and a lack of
clarity as to what information must be recorded, where maintained, to whom
disclosed, and at what cost.172

6.4.2. Discussion

We adopt the ACP’s proposal and require the IOUs to enumerate the
specific data fields as set out below. We agree with UCAN that directing the
IOUs to record the service conductor capacity and demand load values for each
site as they are computed in the Engineering and Design energization step will
close an information asymmetry around data load values provided to customers.
We also take into consideration the concerns raised by SCE around
administrative burden. Thus, we further clarify that in order to reduce
administrative burden these values should be provided to the customer or

customer representative upon request.

169 PG&E Opening Comments at 5.

170 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 10.

171 SDG&E Opening Comments at 27-28, SDG&E Reply Comments Appendix A at 2.
172 SCE Opening Comments at 6-7.
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6.4.2.1. Data Fields to Support Self-Managed
Limited Power

Consistent with party comment, we find it reasonable to require the IOUs
to provide the following data fields to customers upon request: demand load,
metered demand, secondary transformer capacity, capacity limiting factor, and
service conductor capacity.

The customer’s decision about whether to self-manage Limited Power and
what equipment to place within a PCS relies on their understanding of their
current demand relative to the IOUs’ forecasted demand load. Thus, we find it
reasonable to require the IOUs to disclose both the demand load and the
customer’s metered demand, when available.

A customer’s decision whether to implement self-managed Limited Power
or go through the energization process may hinge on longer-term capacity needs.
Thus, it is reasonable to require the IOUs to disclose to customers the secondary
transformer capacity and to disclose the capacity limiting factor. As noted by
Tesla, customers should have access to the data that the utility has used to
determine their available capacity for a specific service request.1”3 This capacity
limiting factor denotes the most limiting element (e.g., service conductor,
secondary transformer, protection,!7* or primary system constraint) that
constrains the capacity available to serve the customer.

PG&E’s presentation at the all-party workshop!”> included information
showing that it is common for the service conductor to be rated for a smaller

capacity value than the main service protective device rating. As the main service

173 Tesla Opening Comments at 9.
174 SCE Opening Comments at 7.
175 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report Appendix D at 63.

-55-



R.21-06-017 COM/DH?7 /smt PROPOSED DECISION

protective device is not a reliable indicator of the service conductor’s capacity, it
is reasonable to require the IOUs to disclose the service conductor’s capacity
value.

This decision also omits connected load from the data fields as this value is
no longer part of the computation of controlled load pursuant to the changes to

Rule 2 in this decision.

6.4.2.2. Authorized Third Parties

We are convinced by AEU’s comment that authorized third parties should
also be able to request the data listed in Section 6.4.3 on behalf of a customer.
Each IOU already maintains an “ Authorization to Receive Customer Information
or Act on a Customer's Behalf” (CISR) form,176 which could be used to allow
third party access to customer data. We note that the IOUs have created
abbreviated CISR forms that require a single signature. Therefore, allowing
access to this data by a third party through customer authorization will not
create additional administrative challenges as the same form can be utilized by a
customer to authorize the third party access to data.1””

6.4.2.3. Process for Provisioning and
Retaining Data

The IOUs shall each add information to their websites detailing the
information they will provide. Customers should have the ability to enter their
account information, authorize any additional party that should receive this data

upon their behalf, and make an existing service data request. The IOUs” websites

176 PG&E’s CISR Form is 79-1095; SCE’s CISR Form is 14-796, last modified by 5642-E; SDG&E's
CISR Form is 185-1000.

177 SDG&E Form 180-100; SCE Form 14-929; PG&E Form 79-1147, approved by Resolution E-
4599.
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should also include information on the method they will employ to allow
customers to authorize third parties to access the data listed in Section 6.4.3.

Within 30 days of a valid request, an IOU shall provide to the customer
and any authorized party the data listed in Section 6.4.3 or confirm that the data
is unavailable for each of the fields. The IOU, at its discretion, may perform site
inspections or computations according to standard engineering practices to re-
establish values that cannot be retrieved from existing records.

We recognize that the IOUs’ secondary network records have not always
been maintained in a manner that allows these values to be readily retrieved.178
To remedy this deficiency, we find it reasonable for IOUs to retain the data on a
prospective basis. We direct the IOUs to maintain this data in an internal location
that is most aligned with their current processes. No customer costs are to be
associated with this request.

6.4.2.4. Customer Calculation of
Controlled Load

This decision allows a dedicated secondary infrastructure customer to
independently establish their appropriate controlled load value after making a
good faith effort to obtain existing IOU values. A customer needs demand load
data and the secondary conductor rating to establish their controlled load. If the
IOU’s reply to the dedicated secondary customer’s data request is to indicate that
they have none of the data requested, the customer’s ability to self-manage
Limited Power would be blocked. Allowing a secondary infrastructure customer
to independently establish that controlled load value in such a circumstance

would resolve the data gap.

178 SDG&E Opening Comments at 31.

-57 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH?7 /smt PROPOSED DECISION

We note that SDG&E’s distribution design manual provides both power
per square foot values and demand factors that can be applied to nameplate
values to provide a better indicator of equipment load values. These methods
align with the methods articulated by PG&E and SCE in the Joint Standard Offer
AL.

If the IOU fails to respond to a customer’s request for data listed in Section
6.4.3 in the required 30 days, the customer may also calculate their demand load.
Once calculated utilizing established IOU processes, the customer may use this
demand load value to establish connected load and self-manage Limited
Operation.

The IOUs are thus directed to detail the information they will provide on
their website to allow customers to request the data fields specified. The IOUs
will also provide on their website the method they will employ to allow
customers to authorize third parties to access this data, and the method they will
prospectively use to track these data fields within the HDER FSC
Implementation AL. We note that SDG&E’s distribution design manual provides
both power per square foot values and demand factors that can be applied to
nameplate values to provide a better indicator of equipment load values. These
methods align with the methods articulated by PG&E and SCE in the Joint
Standard Offer AL.17%

The IOUs are also directed to update their Electric Rule 2 via a Tier 1 AL
(Limited Power AL) filed within 45 days of the adoption of this decision. This
decision grants the IOUs discretion in selecting which section of its Rule 2 is most

appropriate to house the definition of controlled load and to modify the Rule 3

179 Joint Standard Offer AL, Attachment A at 5.
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language directed in D.26-02-025 Appendix E so that it points to the appropriate
Rule 2 section. Each IOU shall include, as an appendix to the Limited Power AL,
the full set of demand factor tables by equipment class, diversity schedules by
customer count, demand per square foot values for each climate zone, and
method selection rules available to its internal engineers. As this information is
periodically updated by the IOUs, each IOU shall include this full set of
information in any reply to a dedicated secondary customer’s request for the
information specified in this section that does not include demand load.

If there is a need for divergence among the IOUs as to values, schedules,
factors, or selection rules provided, the IOUs shall provide, within the body of
the Limited Power AL, a description and justification of the need for divergence
among their service territories.

7. Expanding Bridging Options
Available to Mainline Customers

7.1. ACP Section Three, Recommendation
One — SDG&E Should Establish a Standard
Offer for FSCs

ACP recommendation 3.1 proposes extending the Standard Offer provided
by PG&E and SCE to SDG&E customers. Specifically, the ACP proposes that
SDG&E should be directed to implement a SOE Standard Offer FSC in the same
manner as required of PG&E and SCE by D.26-02-025 OPs one through five.
D.26-02-025 found that PG&E and SCE customers had experienced constraints
that prevented timely energization but there was no record of SDG&E customers
being unable to be energized in a timely fashion.18 To capture the benefits
associated with FSCs’ effect on ratepayer savings and effective usage of grid

infrastructure, the ACP recommends that SDG&E be directed to implement a

180 PD.26-02-025 at 12-13.
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SOE Standard Offer. The ACP recommends that SDG&E’s implementation plan
and timeline should be described in an AL within 120 days of the issuance of this
decision.181

Under the D.26-02-025 framework, SCE and PG&E retain the discretion to
establish transparent criteria determining whether a customer is a candidate for
the Standard Offer, rather than imposing technological requirements to ensure
customer compliance.182 As a result of the customer’s flexibility, the Standard
Offer has in practice been used by a curated subset of Mainline customers.183
Based largely on PG&E’s non-tariffed Load Limit Letter offering,!8* the Standard
Offer requires only standard engineering power flow tools to generate its
operating envelope(s) and only standard AMI 1.0 data to verify compliance.185

The Standard Offer provides for safe harbor treatment of load under the
control of a UL 3141-certified PCS. This safe harbor treatment allows a customer
to add load that is not counted against the distribution system’s available
capacity so long as the total load seen by the distribution system does not exceed
the demand load that is forecast due to the non-controlled load.

The Standard Offer requires that the IOUs provide customer education as
the first remediation step for a customer exceeding the load they are allowed
under the Standard Offer.18¢ The only exception to the requirement to provide

customer education as the first remediation step is if the customer’s exceedance

181 ACP at 44.
182 D.26-02-025 at 17.
183 Joint Standard Offer AL, Attachment A at 35.

184 D.26-02-025 at 10, SCE’s January 16, 2026 Opening Comments on the Proposed Decision
Establishing a Standard Offer for Flexible Service Connections, R.24-01-018 at 6.

185 .26-02-025 at 48.
186 ).26-02-025 at 84.
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is severe enough that the IOU deems the use of the customer’s equipment
unsafe!®” or must interrupt service due to a shortage of electrical supply.18

7.1.1. Summary of Party Comments
This recommendation is supported by UCAN, EDF, IREC, Cal Advocates,

Clean Coalition, CALSTART, Terawatt, Critical Loop and AEU.189 EDF, Critical
Loop, and AEU agree that there is a ratepayer and customer benefit basis for
directing SDG&E to establish a Standard Offer that does not rely upon current
energization timeliness concerns.10 UCAN notes that the ratepayer benefit of a
flexible connection depends on whether a ratepayer-funded upgrade can be
avoided or deferred.1%

Aside from supporting this ACP recommendation, multiple parties
recommend additional requirements and refinements.

In addition to the Standard Offer, UCAN and CALSTART advocate for
SDG&E to provide a preliminary capacity assessment offering pre-application
visibility into power availability.192 This is one of the additional elements that

D.26-02-025 directs PG&E and SCE to implement.

187 Discontinuance of service due to unsafe equipment is addressed in the IOUs” Electric Rule 11.

188 Interruption of service due to shortage of electric supply is addressed in the IOUs’ Electric
Rule 14.

189 EDF Opening Comments at 5, IREC Opening Comments at 16, CALSTART Opening
Comments at 9, Terawatt Opening Comments at 11, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 20-21,
27, AEU Opening Comments at 11 ,Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.

19 EDF Opening Comments at 4, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 27, Critical Loop Opening
Comments at 27, AEU Opening Comments at 11.

191 UCAN Opening Comments at 34-35.
192 UCAN Opening Comments at 37, CALSTART Opening Comments at 9.
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UCAN recommends requiring SDG&E to commence biannual data
reporting following the launch of its Standard Offer.1%

Cal Advocates and Critical Loop note their support for consistency
between IOUs in forms, reporting, cost-efficiency evaluations, and required
timeframes (delivery clocks).194

Terawatt, EDF, and CALSTART emphasize the importance of retaining a
Standard Offer pathway that does not rely upon certified control systems or
DERMS.195

While the recommendation to require an SDG&E Standard Offer is
supported by the majority of responding parties, SDG&E and IREC voice
reservations on D.26-02-025’s deliverable timing!% given SDG&E's lack of an
existing FSC pilot.

PG&E and SDG&E assert that the record here does not support requiring
the establishment of a Standard Offer by SDG&E, which they note would not be
consistent with D.26-02-025.197 TURN, however, points out that SDG&E’s filings
have requested over $300 million in incremental capital funding for additional

energization-related distribution capacity projects. These requests indicate high

193 UCAN Opening Comments at 36-37.
194 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 16, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 20-21, 27.

19 Terawatt Opening Comments at 7-8, EDF Opening Comments at 5, CALSTART Opening
Comments at 5.

19 SDG&E Opening Comments at 46, 53 ,IREC Reply Comments at 10, SDG&E Reply
Comments at 9-10, Appendix A at 3.

197 PG&E Opening Comments at 5, SDG&E Opening Comments at 49-50.
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potential future load growth.198 Additionally, Critical Loop notes that customers
may need a Standard Offer before a visible backlog can be documented.1%°

SDG&E recommends an alternative - a two-step process utilizing either
demand tracking or demonstrated energization issues prior to imposing a
Standard Offer obligation only if customer interest is demonstrated and
sustained.200 SDG&E notes that PG&E and SCE designed their Standard Offer
based on a comprehensive record and established process. SDG&E asserts that it
would be designing from a standing start and should be permitted to leverage
the PG&E/SCE joint AL as a template.201

7.1.2. Discussion

We are persuaded by comments from EDF, Critical Loop, AEU, and
UCAN that there is ratepayer benefit to SDG&E establishing a Standard Offer.
We are further persuaded by comments from TURN and Critical Loop noting the
incremental energization needs indicated by filings. This need could grow before
a visible backlog is noted.

The existing record characterizes this type of solution as having no or low
cost.202 As there is benefit and no to low cost required to secure this benefit, we
find it reasonable to direct SDG&E to establish a Standard Offer FSC consistent
with the direction provided to PG&E and SCE in D.26-02-025 OPs 1-5. D.26-02-
025 ordered PG&E and SCE to file ALs establishing a tariffed Standard Offer FSC

198 TURN Reply Comments at 4-5.

199 Critical Loop Reply comments at 11.

200 SDG&E Opening Comments at 49-50, 52-53.
201 SDG&E Opening Comments at 49-50, 52-53.
202 PG&E Bridging Strategies Report at 8.
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Form Agreement, to modify their Electric Rule 2 and 3 language, to file a report
assessing their Standard Offer Static FSC, and to collect and report data.

While consistency between IOUs is beneficial for customer experience,
SDG&E does not currently have an FSC offering. Given that SDG&E will be
initiating a new program, SDG&E should be provided additional time to file the
AL that establishes a Standard Offer FSC Form Agreement.

SDG&E is also permitted to leverage the Joint Standard Offer AL that
PG&E and SCE filed.203 The Joint Standard Offer AL is still pending approval.
Leveraging the disposition of the Joint Standard Offer AL will reduce the
workload for SDG&E and create consistency across the three IOUs. We therefore
direct SDG&E to file a separate Tier 2 Standard Offer AL within 75 days after the
disposition of the Joint Standard Offer AL consistent with the schedule set out in
Section 16 of the decision.

We are persuaded that customers will benefit from consistency between
SDG&E’s newly established Standard Offer and the implementation of PG&E
and SCE’s Standard Offer in forms, reporting, cost-efficiency evaluation,
required timeframes, and preliminary capacity assessment. We also agree with
UCAN and CALSTART that SDG&E should establish a preliminary capacity
assessment consistent with D.26-02-025 OP 7, which states that “Pacific Gas and
Electric Company and Southern California Edison Company shall file, no later
than 75 days from the issuance of this decision a Tier 2 advice letter formalizing
their preliminary capacity assessment offerings as direction in Section Ten of this
decision.” The preliminary capacity assessment, sometimes referred to as a

“power check” or Step 0 in the energization process, refers to an estimate of

23 SCE AL 5790-E/PG&E 7868-E, filed April 13, 2026.
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capacity provided prior to a customer application. A preliminary capacity
assessment is not required unless a customer requests it, and a customer must
bear costs associated with the assessment.

While there is discrepancy between the level of existing FSC pilots offered
by the IOUs, there is no record supporting any significant discrepancy in their
ability to provide capacity assessments. We therefore find it reasonable to align
the filing timing for SDG&E’s formalization of the preliminary capacity
assessment with that of SDG&E'’s Standard Offer.

Accordingly, this decision directs SDG&E to establish a preliminary
capacity assessment consistent with the guidance provided in D.26-02-025.
SDG&E shall file its Tier 2 Standard Offer AL to establish a tariffed Standard
Offering FSC Form Agreement. SDG&E shall include all the required
components for this filing as outlined in Appendix F.

While D.26-02-025 directs SCE and PG&E to file a separate AL to establish
their preliminary capacity assessment, SDG&E should include its proposal to
formalize its preliminary capacity assessment within its Standard Offer AL.
Specifically, this proposal should formalize a preliminary capacity assessment
and describe within its AL any current preliminary capacity assessment process.
SDG&E shall provide the name of its assessment process, describe the analysis
this process performs to arrive at a capacity estimate, and provide the historical
average cost to the customer for performing these assessments. SDG&E shall
formalize its process by providing a standardized form for collecting the
required customer information and a standardized preliminary capacity
assessment report. We encourage SDG&E to align its offering with PG&E and
SCE to the extent practicable, and direct SDG&E to articulate the rationale for

any divergence in its approach. SDG&E shall align its AL format with SCE and
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PG&E so the three can be easily compared. Consistent with D.26-02-025, we
establish a target timeline of 30 days from when SDG&E receives a request for a
preliminary capacity assessment until they provide the customer with the full
preliminary capacity assessment results.

D.26-02-025 requires PG&E and SCE to utilize normal capacity ratings
without a buffer value when determining limited load profile capacity for the
Standard Offer.204 205 206 SDG&E, however, may utilize an overload standard
rather than emergency ratings, if none exists, to assess electrical distribution
equipment and meet this requirement to utilize normal capacity ratings without
a buffer value.

SDG&E shall use the Tier 2 SDG&E Standard Offer AL to fulfill the
direction given in this decision, which is consistent with what PG&E and SCE
were directed to do in D.26-02-025. SDG&E is provided additional time, as
compared to PG&E and SCE, to establish its Standard Offer, and will have the
benefit of learning from the joint filing from PG&E and SCE. SDG&E is to file an
AL to establish a tariffed Standard Offer FSC Form Agreement and formalize its
preliminary capacity assessment offering.

SDG&E shall use the Limited Power AL, consistent with Appendices B and
C of this decision, to modify its Electric Rule 2 and 3 language. This is consistent

with the direction D.26-02-025 provided SCE and SDG&E in OP 2.207

204 D, 26-02-025 at 45.
205 JREC Opening Comments at 16-17, SDG&E Distribution Design Manual at DM5625.
206 .26-02-025 at 45.

207 D.26-02-025 OP 2 states: “Pacific Gas and Electric Company and Southern California Edison
Company shall file a Tier 1 Advice Letter modifying their Tariff Rule 2 and 3 language as
specified in the appendices to this decision within 15 days of the issuance of this decision.”
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SDG&E shall commence its biannual Standard Offer FSC and preliminary
capacity assessment data reporting as directed by this decision and consistent
with the direction D.26-02-025 provided PG&E and SCE.208 SDG&E shall report
on Standard Offer FSC data, as listed in Appendix F to this decision. SDG&E
must additionally work with Energy Division to identify the appropriate date
fields, consistent with those that SCE and PG&E are reporting, and propose their
reporting as part of the SDG&E Standard Offer AL. All of this reporting shall be
included in the biannual reports directed in D.24-09-020, Decision Establishing
Target Energization Time Periods and Procedure for Customers to Report Energization
Delays. SDG&E shall consult with Energy Division to finalize the list of Standard
Offer data appropriate for inclusion in the biannual report, which should be
consistent with the reporting requirements for SCE and PG&E. The first
reporting period shall be the one after the disposition of the SDG&E Standard
Offer AL.

Lastly, and also consistent with D.26-02-025, SDG&E shall file, in this
proceeding, R.24-01-018, and any successor proceedings, by January 15, 2029 a
report summarizing the costs, additional energy consumption enabled,
assessment of the Standard Offer Static FSC’s cost efficiency, and a quantitative
assessment of the effect the Standard Offer has had upon its revenue
requirement.

7.2. ACP Section Four, Recommendation Two — SCE
and SDG&E Should Implement VOEs Modeled
After PG&E’s Flex Connect

The ACP notes the success of PG&E’s Flex Connect, an operational tool

that supports customers by providing bridging load and non-bridging

208 PD.26-02-025 OP 5
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generation connections to large customers dealing with mainline primary
constraints. Based on this success and SCE and SDG&E’s experience developing
similar offerings (SCE’s Load Control Management System pilot and SDG&E’s
Wholesale Distribution Access Tariff pilot), recommendation 4.2 of the ACP
proposes that SCE and SDG&E implement an offer modeled after PG&E’s Flex
Connect within one year of the adoption of this decision. The ACP recommends
SCE and SDG&E file Tier 3 ALs (Flex Connect ALs) to describe the
implementation plan for this offering. The ACP also recommends that SCE and
SDG&E provide quarterly updates on their progress implementing a VOE to the
Energy Division staff. Finally, the ACP recommends SCE and SDG&E hold a
joint workshop six months after issuance of this decision to preview for
stakeholders their draft implementation plans.2%

PG&E’s Flex Connect offering, as described in the Op Flex Report, relies
upon historical loading, weather, and Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition
(SCADA) data?!0 to provide customers with a capacity forecast. IEEE 2030
communications are used to provide the customer with the capacity forecast and
to receive telemetry data from the customer.2!1

7.2.1. Summary of Party Comments
CalCCA, CALSSA, EDF, 212 Tesla, and UCAN support this

recommendation. CALSSA notes that a VOE gives greater flexibility and thus
affordability benefits that can be unlocked if it is operational in all three IOU

209 ACP at 47-48.

210 Op Flex Report at 18-19.

211 Op Flex Report at 8.

212 EDF Opening Comments at 7.
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territories.?13 Tesla notes that implementing a VOE bridging solution should not
delay SCE and SDG&E’s other near-term offerings.?214¢ UCAN notes that SCE and
SDGE's prior pilot experience demonstrates that implementing this
recommendation is realistic.2!5> UCAN strongly supports the updates and
workshop, characterizing them as essential to preventing a recurrence of
previous deadline slippage.216

This recommendation receives qualified support from AEU, Cal
Advocates, Critical Loop, and IREC. AEU suggests the Commission require
consistent open communication protocols and direct the IOUs to use a consistent
interoperability testing and certification procedure.?’” Cal Advocates
recommends that the Commission require the IOUs to demonstrate that the
benefits of providing additional capacity are expected to exceed implementation
costs. Cal Advocates also requests that this decision clarify that the IOUs are not
permitted to use these ALs to seek broad new ratepayer-funded investments.2!8
Critical Loop suggests an optional tier that includes a permanent static capacity
floor and the most granular profile available from existing planning models.2?
IREC raises concerns that moving from this high-level direction to an AL
adoption process risks missing opportunities for customer and ratepayer

savings. IREC believes this approach pushes a highly detail-intensive

213 CALSSA Opening Comments at 5.

214 Tesla Opening Comments at 10.

215 JCAN Opening Comments at 7.

216 UCAN Opening Comments at 7.

217 AEU Opening Comments at 12.

218 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8.

219 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 21.
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development effort into the wrong process. Additionally, IREC raises concerns
over the need to further develop flexible connection options via a robust, on-the
record process, rather than an AL.220

IREC supports this recommendation while also raising concerns that
moving from this high-level direction to an AL adoption process risks missing
opportunities for customer and ratepayer savings. IREC believes this approach
pushes a highly detail-intensive development effort into the wrong process.
Additionally, IREC raises concerns over the need to further develop flexible
connection options via a robust, on-the record process, rather than an AL.22!

PG&E takes no position on this recommendation but objects to the ACP’s
low-cost characterization of the Flex Connect tool.222

SDG&E opposes the recommendation, stating it proposes an infeasible
implementation timeline and that SDG&E does not have a demonstrated need
for a Flex Connect-modeled VOE.223 Additionally, SDG&E states that the
recommended AL and workshop schedule conflicts with the cybersecurity AL
and workshop requirements set out in this decision.?24

7.2.2. Discussion

We agree with the parties who support the recommendation for SCE and
SDG&E to implement a VOE offering modeled off PG&E’s Flex Connect. We find

that the offering will provide more opportunities for FSCs and increasing

220 JREC Opening Comments at 23-25.
221 JREC Opening Comments at 23-25.
22 PG&E Opening Comments at 11.

223 SDG&E Opening Comments at 34-35.
224 SDG&E Opening Comments at 41.
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utilization of grid infrastructure. We also address SDG&E’s concerns about the
implementation timeline in the subsection below.

PG&E’s Flex Connect offering is on a development roadmap that scales its
capabilities and technical complexity. This roadmap includes incorporating line-
section constraints and multiple sites on the same constraint by the end of
2026,2% and contemplates adopting load flow state estimation by the end of
2030.226 IREC asks the Commission to recognize that recent expansions to
PG&E’s Flex Connect are not necessary to mirror in SCE and SDG&E's first
offerings.22” We are persuaded by IREC’s comment and find it reasonable for SCE
and SDG&E to adopt the level of functionality specified by PG&E in its February
28, 2025 Op Flex report for their respective bridging VOE implementations,
rather than matching PG&E’s development roadmap.

Both IREC and SCE oppose using VOE implementations (e.g., Flex
Connect) for addressing secondary distribution constraints. IREC cites a lack of
liquidity of resources, and both SCE and IREC cite a need for further technical
development and demonstration.228 We find these arguments persuasive and
clarify that SCE and SDG&E’s VOE offerings need not be applied to secondary
distribution constraints at this time, pending technical development and

demonstration and showing of liquidity of resources.

225 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 58.

226 PG&E Opening Comments at 3-4.

227 JREC Opening Comments at 24.

228 JREC Opening Comments at 15-16, SCE Opening Comments at 9.
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7.2.2.1. SCE and SDG&E Technical
Functionality to Implement VOEs

SCE has implemented the necessary SCADA functionality?? to inform the
forecasts needed for a VOE. Further, Phase 2 of its Grid Management System will
provide short-term forecasting for both load and generation no later than 2027.230
SCE currently possesses the capability to provide operating envelope data over
IEEE 2030.5,2%1 and has established a gateway?232 within its basic DERMS
implementation to provide customer communications. We note that the
forecasting capability needed for VOE has been significantly delayed, as it was
initially expected in 2024.233 Accordingly, we find it reasonable to direct SCE to
provide an update on this effort within the joint IOU preview workshop and to
take action to ensure that this functionality is delivered no later than the end of
2027.

With this functionality delivered by the end of 2027, the capabilities will be
in place to support SCE providing a VOE offering equivalent to PG&E's initial
Flex Connect offering on approximately the timeline given within the ACP. We
direct SCE to file its Flex Connect AL no later than one year after the issuance of
this decision. This AL shall align with PG&E'’s Flex Connect implementation,
including both a Flex Connect Form Agreement and providing descriptive detail
at a level equivalent to PG&E’s Flex Connect informational report. SCE shall,

within its Tier 2 Flex Connect AL, articulate any divergence between its Flex

229 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 81.
230 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 81.
231 SCE Opening Comments Appendix at 5.
232 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 80.
233 EASE Report at 3.
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Connect offering and PG&E’s and describe with specificity the factors that
require this divergence.

SDG&E's technology readiness is in a different state than both SCE and
PG&E. While PG&E, and in the future SCE, rely upon SCADA data and a
forecasting module to generate the operating envelope for Flex Connect,
SDG&E's ability to generate an operating envelope may not require reliance
upon SCADA data. While PG&E and SCE have the capability to utilize IEEE
2030.5 communications to establish site telemetry, SDG&E's ability to establish
site telemetry does not rely upon these communications. SDG&E states that it is
in the proof-of-concept stage for operating envelope enablement.234

SDG&E also states that the existing production environment that hosts
their forecast tool cannot support the data processing and computational
requirements that would be needed for short-term forecasting across the system
without compromising core distribution operation functions.23
We thus find it reasonable for SDG&E to provide an implementation plan for a
proof-of-concept VOE consistent with the structure of PG&E’s Flex Connect on
the timeline the ACP contemplates. A proof-of-concept approach addresses
SDG&E’s concerns around technology readiness, while ensuring meaningful
progress on VOE development.

In addition to developing a proof-of-concept, we find it reasonable for
SDG&E to share additional information about its technology readiness with both

Energy Division and stakeholders at the preview workshop. Specifically, we

234 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 98.
235 SDG&E Opening Comments at 7.
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direct further information on SDG&E’s forecast tool, SCADA devices, and
development projects on IEEE 2030.5 gateway integration.

SDG&E has completed limited internal testing to understand how their
forecast tool performs.23¢ We find it reasonable for SDG&E to assess the level of
accuracy that their forecast tool provides in generating load and generation
hosting capacity forecasts. SDG&E shall compute the approximate number of
sites their forecasting tool can support on a day-ahead basis without materially
compromising core distribution operation functions and share this figure both
with Energy Division staff in their first quarterly update and with stakeholders
in the joint IOU preview workshop.

SDG&E states that it does not have SCADA devices at all locations.2?” We
note that SCADA data is not strictly required for their forecasting module to
run.?38 We find it reasonable for SDG&E to provide more detailed SCADA device
information to Energy Division staff, including to detail the grid locations which
contain SCADA devices sufficient to support forecast accuracy for VOEs.

SDG&E states that it is currently developing projects on IEEE 2030.5
gateway integration and that production deployments could potentially begin in
2028.2%9 We note that if the IEEE 2030.5 gateway integration is not complete in
time for SDG&E’s proof-of-concept schedule, VOE data can be provided without
IEEE 2030.5 automation, and customer site data can be provided via the serial

device interface described in Resolution E-5038 or its replacement. We find it

236 SDG&E Opening Comments at 6-7.

237 SDG&E Opening Comments at 6.

238 SDG&E Opening Comments at 6.

239 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 96.
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reasonable that SDG&E articulate its plan to include VOE sites within its
development projects on IEEE 2030.5 gateway integration.

SDG&E must provide an implementation plan for a proof-of-concept VOE
consistent with the structure of PG&E'’s Flex Connect. A proof-of-concept
approach addresses SDG&E’s concerns around technology readiness, while
ensuring meaningful progress on VOE development. SDG&E’s proof-of-concept
implementation plan shall include no less than two sites receiving VOEs and
providing telemetry by June 1, 2028. SDG&E shall detail, within its Flex Connect
AL, its implementation plan for this proof of concept. SDG&E shall additionally
detail, within its Flex Connect AL, its plan to provide a VOE consistent with the
structure of PG&E’s Flex Connect as a formalized offering beyond these two sites
by June 1, 2029. SDG&E shall file its Flex Connect AL by the date set forth in
Section 16 below.

7.2.2.2. Interoperability Testing and
Certification Procedures

AEU requests that the Commission order the IOUs to use a consistent
interoperability testing and certification procedure to avoid redundant vendor
qualification processes.240 In making this request, AEU requests that SCE and
SDG&E be held to PG&E's existing Flex Connect Technical Requirements for
Telemetry and Control for the level of detail provided, specific parameters, and
values in order to allow a single aggregator platform to serve customers in all
three territories with minimal reconfiguration.?* We find this request reasonable

and direct SCE and SDG&E to utilize the same parameters and values as in the

240 AEU Opening Comments at 12.
241 AEU Opening Comments at 17.
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Flex Connect Technical Requirements for Telemetry and Control document for their
VOE offering.

We note that many of the questions around the appropriate level of
hardware, software, bandwidth, and measured quantity requirements for
telemetry have already been established by the Commission in Resolution E-
5038, and we reaffirm the direction given in that document. However, there may
be additional questions that require discussion. Thus, we direct the IOUs to hold
a joint workshop on consistent interoperability testing and certification
procedures within 90 days of the issuance of this decision and then implement a
consistent interoperability testing and certification procedure that incorporates
input from the workshop within 180 days of the issuance of this decision.

We also note that PG&E currently has three vendors who have completed
interoperability certification and that PG&E is on track to have eight vendors
certified by the end of 2026.242 SDG&E and SCE may utilize the vendors PG&E
has certified without requiring recertification. If SDG&E and SCE seek to require
recertification of these vendors, we direct SDG&E and SCE to propose in their
Flex Connect AL, with specificity, the basis for such a requirement.

7.2.2.3. VOEs Workshop
The ACP recommends that SDG&E and SCE provide quarterly updates on

their progress implementing VOEs modeled after PG&E’s Flex Connect. It also
recommends that they provide a preview workshop.2*? We find UCAN’s support
of the updates and workshop persuasive.?** This process will ensure IOU

accountability and allow for meaningful stakeholder input. We note SDG&E'’s

242 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 58.
243 ACP at 48.
24 UCAN Opening Comments at 7.
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scheduling concerns, which have been addressed through modification of the
cybersecurity activities schedule. We direct SDG&E and SCE to provide
quarterly updates to Energy Division and to provide a preview workshop. We
also direct SDG&E and SCE to commence updates in the first quarter of 2027 and
continue until the disposition of their Flex Connect ALs. SCE and SDG&E shall
provide a preview workshop by the date set forth in Section 16 below. The
format and content of the quarterly updates and preview workshop shall be
determined in consultation with Energy Division staff.

SDG&E and SCE shall coordinate with PG&E to incorporate lessons
learned from their Flex Connect implementation within the preview workshop.
SDG&E and SCE shall distribute any presentation materials no less than seven
days prior to the preview workshop in order to facilitate stakeholder feedback.

7.3. ACP Section Four, Recommendation Three —
Leveraging Enterprise DERMS-Based Flex
Connect VOE Infrastructure to Address
Abnormal Grid Conditions

ACP recommendation 4.3 considers how existing VOE infrastructure
might be leveraged to provide DOE capabilities to address abnormal grid
conditions. The ACP notes that there may be value in developing these options
further to create flexibility for customers situated at sensitive portions of the grid
and for enabling the IOUs to address emergent situations.

The ACP addresses the use of Enterprise DERMS-based VOE
infrastructure to provide DOEs in the case of abnormal grid conditions. This use
is not contemplated to be regular or widespread, as there are significant
operational and technical requirements associated with scaling DOEs that
leverage Enterprise DERMS. Instead, this use is targeted to relevant sites and

only in response to emergent situations. Enterprise DERMS-based DOEs may be
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best suited for managing a relatively limited number of large and operationally
significant resources, which would mitigate the significant operational burden
associated with maintaining computational resources and high-speed
communications networks.245

Given the need for additional research into whether existing VOE
infrastructure can be repurposed to provide DOEs, the ACP recommends that
the IOUs host a workshop to further discussion on DOEs and submit a workshop
report within one year of this decision.246

7.3.1. Summary of Party Comments
PG&E, UCAN, AEU, and SDG&E support the ACP’s recommendation of

furthering the discussion on repurposing existing VOE infrastructure to provide
DOE:s in response to emergent grid conditions, including requiring the IOUs to
host a workshop on DOEs.

CalCCA, IREC, Cal Advocates, and SCE provide qualified support for this
recommendation. CalCCA states that the workshop should include discussion on
a potential marketplace platform to expand the pool of available resources.24
IREC states that additional investigations are due in use cases independent of
abnormal grid conditions and vice versa. IREC also recommends implementation
of further stakeholder engagement on this topic.248 Cal Advocates is skeptical
that the benetfits of implementing DOEs outweigh its challenges and states that
the Commission should identify abnormal-condition use cases, incremental

utility and customer-side costs, expected avoided or deferred upgrade value, and

245 ACP at 29-30.

246 ACP at A-2.

247 CalCCA Opening Comments at 7.
28 JREC Opening Comments at 25-27.
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performance data from other FSC tools.2# SCE supports further exploration
through stakeholder workshops and technical discussions prior to the
establishment of specific implementation requirements.250

No parties oppose this recommendation.

7.3.2. Discussion

We take note that PG&E's Flex Connect tool can determine when abnormal
conditions are experienced and quickly send updated capacity limits to affected
sites.251 PG&E has safely and reliably administered variable limits utilizing the
technical capabilities described in its Operational Flexibility Report and
Customer-Owned Telemetry (COT) Procedure.

We find persuasive IREC’s comment noting that the desired capability is
already present in PG&E's Flex Connect offering and find the provisions that
PG&E has implemented for utilizing Flex Connect VOE infrastructure to respond
to emerging events to be a reasonable compromise between cost and response
time.

As such, it is reasonable to limit the customer requirements for
implementing VOEs to the technical capabilities described in the Op Flex Report
and COT procedure. We direct the IOUs to implement VOEs based upon PG&E's
Flex Connect, including the tool’s Emergency Mitigations and Abnormal Grid

Switching provisions.252

249 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 9-10.
250 SCE Opening Comments at 11.

251 Op Flex Report at 9.

252 Op Flex Report at 8-9.
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We also agree with PG&E, UCAN, AEU, and SDG&E that the IOUs should
host a workshop to further discussion on DOEs and submit a workshop report
within one year of this decision.

8. Persistent Non-Bridging Offerings That
Build Upon Existing Bridging Offerings

The ACP makes three recommendations for IOUs to provide persistent
non-bridging offerings that build upon existing bridging offerings. A persistent
non-bridging solution is left in place until a piece of equipment is replaced
through normal utility operations unrelated to the solution. ACP
recommendation 6.4 proposes that IOUs implement a persistent non-bridging
version of the Standard Offer. ACP recommendation 6.2 proposes that IOUs
clarify that current Static and VOE customers can elect to transition from a
bridging to a persistent non-bridging solution. ACP recommendation 6.3
proposes that PG&E should formalize its Flex Connect Program as a persistent
non-bridging solution and expand its non-bridging Flex Connect Generation
option to load customers.

The ACP recommendations addressed in this decision’s Section 8 are all
persistent non-bridging solutions. Durable non-bridging solutions are discussed
in Section 9 of this decision.

8.1. ACP Section 6, Recommendation 4 — IOUs
Should Implement a Persistent Non-Bridging
Version of the Standard Offer

ACP recommendation 6.4 proposes that the IOUs establish a scaled
process for providing non-bridging versions of the Standard Offer that differ
from their bridging analogues in duration. Because the Standard Offers would be
in place for three years (per D.26-02-025), the ACP notes that non-certified

controls are an acceptable option. However, the ACP recommends that the non-
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bridging Standard Offer be in place for 10 years, and therefore UL 3141 certified
controls should be a requirement. The ACP recommends that the IOUs articulate
their implementation of this non-bridging Standard Offer in an AL (Non-
Bridging Solutions AL) that articulates at minimum the following;:

e Whether the IOU proposes a cap on participation, and if so,
what the initial cap should be and whether that will be
established by number of customers or amount of load.

e Proposed plan for data tracking and evaluation in order to
measure customer interest, participation, and impact on
customers and ratepayer costs.

e How each IOU would plan to scale this offering to
additional customers following evaluation.253

8.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

This recommendation has support or qualified support from the majority
of respondent parties, with opposition from the IOUs, Tesla, and PACT.

CalCCA, Clean Coalition, and AEU support this recommendation
generally.254

SCE requests greater distinction between the durable and persistent
solutions.?> PG&E requests clarity that the participating persistent non-bridging
customer will be converted to firm service once organic load growth or the next
customer results in an upgrade.25¢ Cal Advocates notes that under a persistent

non-bridging solution, the customer's project would no longer drive a future grid

253 ACP at 53-54.

254 CalCCA Opening Comments at 9, Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3, AEU Opening
Comments at 14.

255 SCE Opening Comments at 13.
256 PG&E Opening Comments at 19, 22-24, SCE Opening Comments at 13-14.
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upgrade.?” PG&E also raises concerns that this recommendation may be
repetitive of ACP recommendation 6.1 which would have the IOUs establish
durable non-bridging solutions for new flexible connections.258

Clean Coalition’s comment includes specific support for a standardized
pathway and raises the point that non-bridging solutions are a lower-cost
alternative to ratepayer-funded distribution investment.?’® AEU echoes this
theme, noting that FSCs are uniquely capable of translating load flexibility into
real infrastructure avoidance through the distribution planning process.260 TURN
also highlights the potential for infrastructure avoidance while noting that
customers may be interested in non-bridging solutions in support of avoiding
costs on their side of the meter.2¢! Finally, TURN notes that the IOUs are unlikely
to voluntarily reduce their capital spending.262

Several parties qualify their support by either supporting or rejecting the
ACP recommendation that IOU non-bridging Standard Offer solutions require
UL 3141 certified PCS. EDF supports a UL 3141 requirement only if there is
sufficient demonstration of available PCS products?63 while Mainspring, IREC,

and Terawatt advocate for UL 3141 being supported but not a requirement for

257 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 11.

258 PG&E Opening Comments at 26-27.

259 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3, Clean Coalition Reply Comments at 3.
2600 AEU Opening Comments at 1.

261 TURN Reply Comments at 1-2, 6, 7.

262 TURN Reply Comments at 1-2, 6, 7.

263 EDF Opening Comments at 7.
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non-bridging Standard Offer solutions.26* PG&E opposes a certified UL 3141 PCS
requirement.

Cal Advocates qualifies its support26> with a request that the IOUs not be
allowed to introduce customer payments or customer-equipment costs before the
Commission verifies that a specific upgrade will be avoided, deferred, or
resized.26¢ Similarly, IREC recommends that the Commission develop a record
clearly showing how specific non-bridging solutions avoid customer upgrade
costs at a rate higher than their flexible connection technology costs.267

SCE raises concerns about the maturity of non-bridging concepts and
recommends that the pathway between bridging to non-bridging arrangements
should not be presumed without further policy development and stakeholder
engagement.268

PACT recommends that development of non-bridging offerings is not
required unless the record demonstrates that they are likely to provide sufficient
practical value to attract voluntary customer participation.26?

Tesla recommends that FSCs remain bridging solutions based on rapid
electrification requiring grid upgrades to continue as planned and opposes the

requirement for certified UL 3141 PCS.270

264 Mainspring at 5, IREC Reply Comments at 7-8, Terawatt Opening Comments at 7.
265 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5-6.

206 Cal Advocates Reply Comments at 4-5.

207 JREC Reply Comments at 14-15.

268 SCE Opening Comments at 14.

269 PACT Reply Comments at 5.

270 Tesla Opening Comments at 8.
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VGIC, IREC, and Critical Loop qualify their support with concern that
there will be limited adoption of non-bridging SOE solutions in the absence of
compensation.?’1

UCAN supports SDG&E providing a non-bridging Standard Offer and
recommends that SDG&E implement its non-bridging Standard Offer
concurrently with the bridging offering.272

SDG&E opposes this recommendation based upon the limited time
allowed between their implementation of both a bridging and non-bridging
Standard Offer,?73 and on their assertion that an uncompensated non-bridging
approach will not be of interest to customers.27

PG&E and SCE recommend having the Persistent Non-Bridging Solutions
AL requirement implemented after bridging solution proposals have been
filed.275

8.1.2. Discussion

In response to SCE’s request regarding clarification of durable and
persistent non-bridging we clarify the following definitions. As described in
Section 4, a persistent non-bridging solution stays in place until a piece of
equipment is replaced through normal utility operations unrelated to the
solution. A durable non-bridging solution is the result of a contractual agreement

between an IOU and a customer that avoids an upgrade by allowing the

271 VGIC Reply Comments at 4-5, IREC Opening Comments at 33, IREC Reply Comments at 14-
15, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15, 21.

22 JCAN Opening Comments at 15-16, 22-23, 25.

273 SDG&E Opening Comments at 44, SDG&E Reply Comments at 21-22.
274 SDG&E Opening Comments at 20, 44.

275 PG&E Opening Comments at 22-24;, SCE Opening Comments at 13, 14.
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customer to operate their equipment in a manner that resolves the capacity
constraint using a control device. To address PG&E’s concern that this
recommendation may be repetitive of ACP recommendation 6.1, we further
clarify that the purpose of recommendation 6.4 is to establish a standard,
streamlined approach to offering persistent non-bridging solutions.

In response to PG&E and Cal Advocates comments on a persistent non-
bridging customer’s role in future upgrades, we clarify that the option of firm
service may be provided to a persistent non-bridging customer if organic load
growth or the next customer’s load results in the need for an upgrade.

We find CalCCA, Clean Coalition, AEU, and TURN’s comments
persuasive and find it reasonable to direct the IOUs to implement a persistent
non-bridging version of the Standard Offer by filing the Persistent Non-Bridging
Solutions AL. While we understand concerns around customer interest level, we
find it is reasonable to establish the pathway to allow customers to accept a
persistent non-bridging solution. Additionally, there are customer benefits to a
persistent non-bridging solution including speed-to-power and avoiding the
customer-side costs, like panel upgrades, and other customer-side site work.
Data tracking requirements, as articulated in Section 14 of this decision, will
allow IOUs, stakeholders, and Commission staff to evaluate participation levels
and show the costs and benefits of non-bridging solutions. From this data, we
can learn and address any identified challenges. As such, establishing these
persistent non-bridging pathways through this decision is an important step
forward, even though further work and evaluation may be needed. This decision
clarifies that the non-bridging Standard Offer is a persistent non-bridging
solution, and as such, declines to adopt the 10-year time period included in the

ACP.
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We find UCAN'’s support for SDG&E additionally providing a non-
bridging Standard Offer persuasive. We note that the addition of the SDG&E
Standard Offer AL directed in this decision and the timing of its submission 75
days after the disposition of PG&E and SCE’s Standard Offer AL gives SDG&E
substantial time to prepare their non-bridging Standard Offer.

We are persuaded by the party comments advocating for UL 3141 PCS
being supported but not required. This means that the IOUs must allow usage of
any UL 3141 PCS without additional testing or certification requirements, but the
IOUs may also allow additional PCS through testing and certification. We note
that this standardization and treatment of the UL 3141 PCS are features of the
existing SCE and PG&E Standard Offer. We find it reasonable that the IOUs
maintain the Standard Offer’s requirement of a tariffed form agreement and
treatment of UL 3141 PCS in their implementation of the non-bridging Standard
Offer.

The IOUs shall articulate within the Non-Bridging Solutions AL any
proposed caps on participation, and how they plan to scale the persistent non-
bridging version of the Standard Offer to a larger number of customers following
evaluation. The Persistent Non-Bridging Solutions AL shall include a tariffed
form agreement implementing the non-bridging Standard Offer. The form
agreement shall specify UL 3141 PCS provisions consistent with direction
established in D.26-02-025 for the bridging Standard Offer.

We are persuaded by PG&E and SCE’s comment recommending the
Persistent Non-Bridging Solutions AL requirement be implemented after
bridging solution proposals have been filed. We direct the IOUs to file the
Persistent Non-Bridging Solutions AL as a Tier 2 AL by the date set forth in

Section 16 below.
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8.2. ACP Section Six, Recommendation Two —
Customer Transition from a Bridging to a
Persistent Non-Bridging Solution

ACP recommendation 6.2 proposes that the IOUs provide clarification that
current customers utilizing bridging solutions (Load Limit Letter, LCMS,
Standard Offer, and Flex Connection) who have found that this solution meets
their operational needs should be allowed to elect to take service under their
current terms without triggering an upgrade. This would enable the customer to
move from a bridging to a non-bridging solution.

The ACP recommends setting a 45-day period after the IOU presentation
of the upgrade design for the customer to elect to transition from a bridging to a
persistent non-bridging solution. This is designed to avoid ratepayers being
responsible for the cost of unnecessary infrastructure that may have already been
built to serve the then-bridging customer’s request. The ACP notes that this
election would result in the rate basing of both engineering and design costs
related to the upgrade incurred up to that point, as they were incurred in good
faith by both customer and utility. The ACP proposes that the customer be
prevented from requesting an upgrade for that load for a reasonable period of
time.2’6 The ACP recommends the IOUs include a plan to implement this
transition within their Tier 3 FSC Implementation ALs.

8.2.1. Party Comments
CalCCA provides unqualified support of the ACP recommendation.2””

Clean Coalition states that it supports standardized pathways to persistent non-

bridging services for customers whose needs can be met by a bridging

276 ACP at 52-53.
277 CalCCA Opening Comments at 8.
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solution.?8 AEU "strongly supports" this proposal, noting the potential to reduce
ratepayer and customer costs and allow for more optimized grid planning.27
UCAN supports this proposal, noting that it balances customer flexibility against
concerns over stranded costs.280 TURN emphasizes, in its reply to comments
from SDG&E, that compensation is not required for customer interest in non-
bridging solutions, especially if they also avoid costs on the customer’s side of
the meter.281 VGIC notes that “[n]early all parties agree with the Commissioner
Proposal’s assertion regarding the benefits of non-bridging solutions” and urges
the Commission to prioritize these non-bridging solutions.282

Several parties provide qualified support for the proposal. PG&E
recommends clarifying that the persistent non-bridging solution is optional and
not a requirement.283 JREC notes that the Commission should recognize that
customers are not likely to undertake this transition unless the non-bridging
solution provides additional customer benefits.28¢ EDF, Tesla, Terawatt, and
CALSTART support this proposal but recommend allowing more flexibility to
transition to non-bridging solutions beyond 45 days after the presentation of
design.?85 For example, EDF describes a hypothetical situation where a customer

elects a bridging solution, begins service under that solution, and ultimately

278 Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 3.
279 AEU Opening Comments at 14.

280 UJCAN Opening Comments at 15-16.

281 TURN Opening Comments at 6-7.

282 VGIC Reply Comments at 3.

283 PG&E Opening Comments at 23-24.

284 JREC Opening Comments at 34-35.

285 EDF Opening Comments at 9-10, Tesla Opening Comments at 11, Terawatt Opening
Comments at 9, CALSTART Opening Comments at 6.
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determines they are able to continue service under that FSC indefinitely. EDF
writes that the customer should be able to transition to a non-bridging FSC
without paying their share of the grid upgrade.28 Critical Loop strongly
supports non-bridging service and further recommends the development of a
compensation framework.287

In opposition to the proposal, Tesla recommends FSCs remain bridging
solutions as grid upgrades continue as planned.288 SDG&E contends that non-
compensatory non-bridging solutions will not be of interest to customers, and
the Commission should pursue compensatory non-bridging solutions instead.28?
SCE states that the ACP overstates the maturity of non-bridging concepts, and
that while these solutions may ultimately provide significant customer and
system value, the straightforwardness of the transition from temporary to
permanent arrangements may be overstated.?0 PACT agrees with PG&E that
bridging solutions should be prioritized, while non-bridging solutions should be
developed separately and offered as voluntary options.2o!

PG&E recommends that recommendations covered in this section be
implemented within the Non-Bridging Solutions AL rather than the FSC

Implementation AL.292

286 EDF Opening Comments at 9-10.

287 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 21.

288 Tesla Opening Comments at 8.

289 SDG&E Opening Comments at 42-43.

20 SCE Opening Comments at 14.

21 PACT Reply Comments at 5.

22 PG&E Opening Comments at 24 and Appendix A-2.
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Cal Advocates cautions against unnecessarily short agreement terms or
inconsistent rules for customers that later request firm capacity.2

Party comments agree with the need to establish a time window for the
customer to elect to transition to a persistent non-bridging SOE to ensure that the
upgrade work can continue without delay.2%4

8.2.2. Discussion

We are persuaded by the many parties in support of adopting the ACP
recommendation to allow bridging customers to elect a non-bridging solution.
We find this option will create an important pathway for customers who
determine that their operational needs are met by their bridging solution. We
disagree with parties who argue that compensation is necessary for
implementing this option for electing a non-bridging solution. As discussed
earlier in this decision, there are benefits to customers taking advantage of a non-
bridging solution, including avoided construction and avoided customer-side
costs.

ACP recommendation 6.2 specifies that when a party taking service under
Load Limit Letter, LCMS, Standard Offer, or Flex Connect elects to transition to a
persistent non-bridging version of that service, they do so under their current
terms.2% We find persuasive comments from Critical Loop and Voltera asserting
the need to maintain the firm capacity floor?¢ and liability provisions for

customers transition from a bridging to a non-bridging solution.??” As such, we

293 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 12.

24 PG&E Opening Comments at 23-24

295 ACP at 52.

2% Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15, Voltera Reply Comments at 4.
297 EDF Reply Comments at 2-3.
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specify that a customer who elects a persistent non-bridging SOE maintains the
firm capacity floor assigned under the Load Limiting Profile associated with the
bridging service previously established. Similarly, we clarify that the customer
liability and insurance requirements established in the previously governing
bridging service form agreement remain in place after the customer has elected
to take service under a persistent non-bridging operating envelope.

Party comment warns against unnecessarily short agreement terms or
inconsistent rules for customers that later request firm capacity.2?8 We find this
argument persuasive and do not adopt the provision that limits a persistent non-
bridging customer from requesting firm capacity for that load “for a reasonable
period” of time to dissuade that customer from alternating between bridging and
non-bridging solutions. We clarify that a persistent non-bridging customer may
submit a new application for firm capacity and that the allowance for the
subsequent application will be reduced by any amount refunded at the
termination of their prior bridging service agreement.

We find persuasive Tesla, Terawatt, and CALSTART’s concerns over
setting an appropriate window of time in which a customer may elect a non-
bridging SOE.?® We additionally agree with Terawatt’s comment requesting that
the election window for transitioning to a persistent non-bridging solution
should be extended to 90 days, and that an extension should be allowed upon a
customer’s good faith request to the IOU. The 90-day time window will begin at
the conclusion of the Engineering and Design energization step, after the IOU

presents the customer with a non-bridging upgrade design and cost estimate.

298 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 12.

299 PG&E Opening Comments at 23-24, Tesla Opening Comments at 11, Terawatt Opening
Comments at 9, CALSTART Opening Comments at 6.
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This time will be attributed to the Customer Dependencies energization step, and
the IOUs shall continue their energization process without delay due to the
customer election time window.

We direct the IOUs to allow for an extension of this time window upon a
customer’s good-faith request to the IOU. To ensure the utility and ratepayers
are not responsible for the costs of unnecessary infrastructure, extensions should
only be allowed prior to the start of construction. We find it reasonable for
extensions to be granted through the end of the Customer Site-Readiness step of
the energization process unless granting such an extension would be impractical
or unjust to ratepayers.

We agree with PG&E’s comments3® that the process for transitioning from
a bridging to a non-bridging is better suited to the Non-Bridging Solutions AL
rather than the HDER FSC Implementation AL. We find this recommendation
persuasive and direct the IOUs to include a plan for implementing customer
transitions between current bridging customers to an equivalent persistent non-
bridging offer within their Persistent Non-Bridging Solutions AL.

We recognize that customers who are currently taking service within a
bridging SOE offering may have already been presented with the IOU upgrade
design. We therefore find it reasonable to provide them with a time window to
elect to transition to a persistent non-bridging service under their current
agreement terms. PG&E and SCE are directed to contact current Load Limit
Letter, LCMS, Standard Offer, and Flex Connect customers who have not yet

completed customer site readiness to apprise them of the option to elect a

30 PG&E Opening Comments at 24 and Appendix A-2.
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persistent non-bridging solution within 15 days of filing their Persistent Non-
Bridging Solutions AL.

8.3. ACP Section Six, Recommendation Three —
Formalizing Flex Connect and Expanding Non-
Bridging Flex Connect Generation Option to
Load Customers

PG&E’s Flex Connect program leverages DERMS and ADMS capabilities
to provide a bridging solution that unlocks non-firm capacity for customers
dealing with upstream capacity constraints.3! The Flex Connect Program
provides customers with a 72-hour schedule of values that defines their capacity
and remains in effect until the next set of 72-hour values is transmitted to the
site.302 PG&E'’s Flex Connect program has moved out of pilot status and is now a
regularly utilized connection and operational tool.303

The value proposition of Flex Connect is to provide customers with
accelerated access to power while allowing them to voluntarily take on the risk
of potential power reductions that may affect day-to-day operations.3%* This is
available to customers located adjacent to a mainline primary circuit,3% as the
SCADA data that is utilized for forecasting loading3% is generally unavailable
outside the mainline primary system.

ACP recommendation 6.3 proposes two actions that PG&E should take

with respect to its Flex Connect offering.

301 Flexible Connections Ruling at 8.

302 Flexible Connections Ruling at 5.

303 ACP at 53.

304 PG&E Opening Comments at 25.

305 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8.

306 PG&E Op Flex Report at 18.
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The ACP recommends PG&E formalize the Flex Connect offering by
codifying its customer agreement within a tariffed form offering. This change
would enable greater customer awareness of the offering and address Public
Utilities Code (Pub. Util.) Code Section 489(a), which requires that IOUs file
schedules showing all rates, tolls, rentals, charges, and classifications collected or
enforced, or to be collected or enforced.307

The ACP also recommends PG&E expand the current Flex Connect non-
bridging option for generation customers to load customers. This would unlock
non-bridging benefits, including speed to power, avoided upgrade costs,
reduced site disruptions, and potential operational benefits.308 Additionally, the
ACP recommends that the non-bridging Flex Connect for load offering may be
an appropriate venue for Rule 29 customers interested in a flexible connection.30°
The ACP recommends that PG&E file an AL (Non-Bridging Solutions AL) to
establish this process and criteria associated with the Flex Connect offering and
detail the customer outreach process.310

8.3.1. Summary of Party Comments
No party opposes the ACP recommendation that PG&E formalize its Flex

Connect offering. This recommendation receives unqualified support from

CalCCA, CALSSA, EDF, AEU, and UCAN.3!1 EDF notes that this expansion

would also build on an existing successful framework, provide customers with

307 ACP at 53.
308 ACP at 36.
309 ACP at 53.
310 ACP at 53.

311 CalCCA Opening Comments at 8, CALSSA Opening Comments at 7, EDF Opening
Comments at 10, AEU Opening Comments at 14, and UCAN Opening Comments at 22.
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additional interconnection options, and further the Commission’s goals of
reducing infrastructure costs, accelerating customer access to service, and
maximizing the use of existing distribution assets.312

IREC, Cal Advocates, Critical Loop, and PG&E provide qualified support
for this recommendation.313

IREC encourages the Commission to solicit information from PG&E that
enables stakeholder feedback on how Flex Connect should improve and exist as
part of a tariff. IREC notes the lack of publicly available detail on the Flex
Connect offering and requests a filing from PG&E that reflects recent updates,
adds key missing information,34 undeveloped parameters,315 a clear
implementation methodology,?'¢ and a showing of cost and benefit.317 IREC
requests that both the formalization and costs and benefits filing should be

submitted within three months of this decision.318

312 EDF Opening Comments at 10.

313 JREC Opening Comments at 23-24, 35, Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8, Critical Loop
Opening Comments at 21, PG&E Opening Comments at 25.

314 JREC Opening Comments at 35: “but key items are missing, such as the eligibility of solar
PV, behind-the meter sites, and smaller resources, and the applicability of constraint types...”

315 JREC Opening Comments at 23-24: “IREC identifies the undeveloped parameters as
eligibility (including secondary constraints), bridging/non-bridging treatment, constraint types
and locations, technology requirements (PCS, gateway, and standards), capacity allocation
among multiple customers behind the same constraint, metrics, scaling and roll-out,
energization process modifications, customer data sharing, tracking and reporting, queue
management, curtailment studies, costs, timelines, cost responsibilities, DERMS capabilities,
firm capacity guarantee and its granularity, and planning implications.”

316 JREC Opening Comments at 35-36, Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5.
317 JREC Opening Comments at 35-36, Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8.
318 JREC Opening Comments at 35-36.
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IREC also requests clarification as to whether a UL 3141 certified PCS is
required for Flex Connect and provides three options for the qualifying means of
enforcing capacity limits.319

CALSSA requests that the Commission acknowledge that Flex Connect has
already been expanded to some generation and load customers.320

Cal Advocates supports both formalization and expansion of Flex Connect
as a working structure for larger customers served by Mainline infrastructure
and request two clarifications through the Flex Connect AL ordered by this
decision. Cal Advocates would like PG&E to demonstrate, in the Flex Connect
AL, that the additional capacity benefits are expected to exceed implementation
costs and requests that the Commission make clear that the IOUs are not
permitted to use the Flex Connect AL to seek broad new ratepayer-funded
DERMS, communications, telemetry, or control investments.321

Critical Loop suggests instituting a permanent floor to the firm capacity
and that this floor be captured in binding terms before the customer elects Flex
Connect.322

PG&E supports continued development of the Flex Connect program and
recommends that formalizing the offering be accomplished in a manner similar
to the adoption of a Standard Offer directed in D.26-02-025, with a refined

program process and criteria. This recommendation is premised on Flex Connect

319 JIREC ACP reply at 7-8: “a UL 3141 certified PCS (which may or may not support day-ahead
scheduling natively); a remote terminal unit paired with utility-grade mechanical relays; and an
uncertified energy management system of the kind PG&E uses today for its Flex Connect.”

320 CALSSA Opening Comments at 7.
321 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8.

322 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15.
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being first-of-its-kind and needing more flexibility for it to evolve over time as
learnings grow.323

AEU, CalCCA, EDF, UCAN, and CALSSA support the ACP’s
recommendation to expand Flex Connect to provide a non-bridging option for
load customers.324

AEU strongly supports extending Flex Connect's proven, open IEEE
2030.5/CSIP architecture to non-bridging load customers.32

EDF notes that expansion of Flex Connect would build on an existing
successful framework, provide customers with additional interconnection
options, and further the Commission’s goals of reducing infrastructure costs,
accelerating customer access to service, and maximizing the use of existing
distribution assets.326

Flex Connect expansion receives qualified support from IREC, Cal
Advocates, and Critical Loop. IREC conditions its support on the non-bridging
Flex Connect load offering remaining voluntary and customer initiated.32” IREC
also recommends that the Commission include a requirement to further consider
opportunities to offset costs during the implementation process for customers

interested in a non-bridging variable envelope.328

323 PG&E Opening Comments at 25.

324 AEU Opening Comments at 14, EDF Opening Comments at 10, CalCCA Opening Comments
at 8, UCAN Opening Comments at 22, CALSSA Opening Comments at 6-7.

35 AEU Opening Comments at 14.
320 EDF Opening Comments at 10.
327 JREC Reply Comments at 14.
328 JREC Reply Comments at 10.
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Cal Advocates and Critical Loop believe further cost saving analysis is
needed.3?

While supporting continued development of Flex Connect, PG&E
generally opposes the expansion of Flex Connect and states that ACP
recommendation 6.1 already recommends offering non-bridging options to load
customers.330 PG&E states that such non-bridging options for load customers
need to be further developed rather than simply expanding the generation
option to load customers.331

PG&E expresses further opposition to expanding Flex Connect based on
the risk of it undermining bridging program participation, while acknowledging
that it may be appropriate under specific grid conditions. The grid conditions
example cited are those where a customer would be responsible for the cost of
the upgrade. PG&E notes that in this specific case, expanding Flex Connect may
provide a cost-effective alternative that delivers potential ratepayer benefits
while continuing to meet customer needs.332

Critical Loop provides a representative customer experience based on
observed customer facts showing circumstances where a customer elected to
utilize onsite storage despite the availability of a ratepayer-funded substation
upgrade. This storage-based solution allowed the customer to achieve near-term
operation without needing either on-site generation or to wait up to half of their

lease term for PG&E to provide firm capacity.333

329 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 21, 24.
30 PG&E Opening Comments at 26.

31 PG&E Opening Comments at 26.

332 PG&E Opening Comments at 24-26.

333 Critical Loop Opening Comments Appendix A.

-08 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH?7 /smt PROPOSED DECISION

IREC qualifies its support for the expansion of Flex Connect by requesting
that the Commission include requirements to further consider opportunities to
offset costs during the implementation process for customers interested in a non-
bridging variable envelope.

Cal Advocates requests that PG&E provide an eligibility limit in its tariffed
Flex Connect offer.334

8.3.2. Discussion

We are persuaded by party comment, which reflects widespread support
for the formalization of the current Flex Connect offering. Many parties who
supported formalization of the current Flex Connect offering request a
formalization process that is modeled off the Standard Offer process. As such, we
find it reasonable for PG&E to formalize its current Flex Connect offering, a
bridging solution for load customers and non-bridging solution for generation
customers.?> PG&E recommends that formalizing its Flex Connect offering be
accomplished similar to the adoption of a Standard Offer directed in D.26-02-025,
with a refined program process and criteria,?3 which we find to be reasonable.

While the ACP recommends the use of the Non-Bridging Solutions AL, we
direct PG&E to file a stand-alone Tier 2 AL sooner to formalize Flex Connect in
its current form. We address the requests for clarification as follows.

We are persuaded by IREC’s comment requesting an informational filing
on Flex Connect prior to formalization and adoption by SDG&E and SCE, as set
out in Section 7.2 of this decision. We agree that there are gaps in information on

Flex Connect, and there are undeveloped parameters identified by IREC that

334 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8.
35 As stated above this would also be a voluntary election by a participating customer.

36 PG&E Opening Comments at 25.
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could be further developed through an informational report. We address
reporting and evaluation of Flex Connect's costs and benefits in Section 14 of this
decision.

PG&E, after consulting with Energy Division, is directed to submit an
informational report that updates its February 2025 Op Flex Report. The
updated report is to include at a minimum the topics listed in Appendix A to this
decision. Per IREC’s recommendation, PG&E shall submit its Flex Connect
informational report to Energy Division and serve it to the service list of this
proceeding no later than 90 days after the adoption of this decision.

We note that the functionality of PG&E’s Flex Connect offering is
expanding and evolving, with PG&E on pace to deliver DERMS enhancements
by the end of 2026. These DERMS enhancements will allow for forecasting
abnormal topologies, multiple customers per constraint, and line-section
constraints.3?” It may be premature for PG&E to formalize this capability in its
Flex Connect AL. However, the Standard Offer formalization process allows for
modification of the Standard Form Agreement as necessary by filing a Tier 2 AL.
We find it reasonable to allow PG&E to use the same Tier 2 AL process to modify
the Flex Connect Form Agreement to account for DERMS enhancements by the
end of 2026.

We are not persuaded by PG&E’s concern that this recommendation is
duplicative of ACP recommendation 6.1. This expansion is a persistent non-
bridging offering, while ACP recommendation 6.1 concerns durable non-

bridging offerings.

37 Track 3 All-Party Workshop Report at 58, Op Flex Report at 18-19, IREC Opening at 24.
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We are not persuaded by PG&E’s opposition to expanding Flex Connect
based upon the risk that it may undermine bridging program participation. The
non-bridging component will be voluntary and therefore should not impact
bridging customer participation.

We are similarly not persuaded by PG&E’s assertion that a persistent non-
bridging load offering will only be appropriate under grid conditions where a
customer would be responsible for the cost of the upgrade. We are persuaded by
Critical Loop’s example of customers who may have the option of a ratepayer-
funded upgrade and still be interested in a persistent non-bridging Flex Connect
offering. We thus find it reasonable for PG&E to extend its non-bridging Flex
Connect offering to interested load customers.

Accordingly, we direct PG&E to formalize a non-bridging load Flex
Connect offering by establishing a standard form agreement along with refined
program process and criteria within its Tier 2 Flex Connect AL. PG&E’s Flex
Connect AL shall include an explanation for any areas of its processes, criteria,
or customer outreach processes that diverge from those documented for non-
bridging generation customers within its Flex Connect informational report.
PG&E’s Flex Connect AL shall be filed consistent with the schedule set out in
Section 16 below.

9. IOUs Should Evaluate Durable Non-Bridging
Versions of Currently Available Standard Flexible
Service Connection Offerings

The ACP includes one recommendation addressing durable non-bridging
solutions - arrangements in which a customer operates their equipment in a
manner that resolves a capacity constraint using a control device, maintains the

flexible connection for a specified period of time, and refrains from requesting an
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upgrade associated with that incremental capacity.3* This ACP recommendation,
6.1, is aimed at establishing a process for providing durable non-bridging
versions of currently available standard FSC offerings.33?

9.1. ACP Section Six, Recommendation One —
Establish Durable Non-Bridging Solutions for
New Flexible Connections

ACP recommendation 6.1 proposes that PG&E and SCE establish a process
for providing durable non-bridging versions of currently available standard FSC
offerings. As SDG&E does not have any current offerings, they are excluded
from this recommendation. The ACP recommends that SCE and PG&E file a joint
AL (Non-Bridging Solutions AL) with their proposal for providing durable non-
bridging versions of each of their FSC offerings. The ACP recommends that the
AL should address the following;:

e How each IOU plans to begin this offering with a limited
number of customers within one year.

e Proposed definition for length of time “durable” covers,
which should be consistent across the IOUs.

e Proposed plan for data tracking and evaluation to measure
customer interest, participation, and impact on customer
and ratepayer costs.

e How each IOU would plan to scale this offering to a larger
number of customers following the initial evaluation.

The ACP recommends SCE and PG&E file this AL within 90 days of the

adoption of this decision.

38 ACP at 36.
39 ACP at 51-52.
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Party comment indicates a need to differentiate between persistent non-
bridging offerings and durable non-bridging offerings. We draw the following
distinctions between ACP recommendation 6.1 and similar recommendations.

This recommendation is distinct from ACP recommendation 6.2 (discussed
in Section 8.2.2 of this decision) as recommendation 6.2 addresses the transition
of current bridging customers to a persistent non-bridging solution. It is also
distinct from the expansion of Flex Connect non-bridging to load customers that
ACP recommendation 6.3 proposes (discussed in Section 8.3 of this decision) as
that recommendation discusses the creation of a persistent non-bridging
solution. Lastly, this recommendation is distinct from ACP recommendation 6.4
(discussed in Section 8.1 of this decision) as recommendation 6.4 directs the
implementation of a persistent non-bridging offer as a version of the Standard
Offer.

9.1.1. Summary of Party Comments
The recommendation for PG&E and SCE to propose durable non-bridging

versions of current offering receives more support and qualified support than
opposition, with PACT and the IOUs opposed.

CalCCA similarly provides broad support for this recommendation.340
CALSSA supports the recommendation by noting that there is no reason why
FSC offerings must be temporary.3#! EDF states that it is appropriate to allow
customers to transition from temporary bridging arrangements to long-term non-
bridging solutions, especially where doing so can continue to avoid or defer

costly infrastructure upgrades.3*2 AEU and Clean Coalition both “strongly

340 CalCCA Opening Comments at 8.
31 CALSSA Opening Comments at 6.
32 EDF Opening Comments at 9.
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support” expanding durable non-bridging solutions and note the potential
benefits in avoided upgrades.343

Several parties provide qualified support for this proposal. IREC strongly
supports offering customers permanent non-bridging solutions but raises
concerns about the viability of these solutions for customers and the pathway to
provide customers with incentives, compensation, and support to adopt a non-
bridging option.34 UCAN “emphatically” supports this proposal, but notes the
need for further development of customer participation and planning
integration.3#> Critical Loop supports the ACP recommendation but advocates
for the development of a compensation framework.34¢ VGIC notes that “[n]early
all parties agree with the Commissioner Proposal’s assertion regarding the
benefits of non-bridging solutions” but recommends modifications and
clarifications to the ACP recommendations, including clarifying that FSCs
remain voluntary.3¥” Terawatt and CALSTART support the ACP
recommendation but request clarification on which customers or operating
arrangements qualify for durable non-bridging treatment.34¢ Voltera
recommends that election of permanent non-bridging arrangement should be
affirmative and informed, and should not waive the customer’s right to

requested firm capacity or applicable energization protections.34?

33 AEU Opening Comments at 8, Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 2.
34 [REC Opening Comments at 33-34.

35 JCAN Opening Comments at 14.

346 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15.

347 VGIC Reply Comments at 3.

38 Terawatt Opening Comments at 4, CALSTART Opening Comments at 6.

349 Volterra Reply Comments at 4.
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Cal Advocates supports the recommendation, noting the potential to help
customers access available capacity and reduce reliance on unnecessary
ratepayer-funded upgrades.3*0 Cal Advocates, however, qualifies its support
with requests to ensure that the IOUs make a showing of verified net ratepayer
benefits, including establishing a wires baseline.351

Cal Advocates further requests the Energy Division produce a staff
proposal addressing how the obligation to serve applies to persistent and
durable FSCs.352 Several parties request further consideration of the shared
savings/compensation frameworks applicable to durable non-bridging
customers.?53 Cal Advocates, Clean Coalition, and UCAN provide specific
guidance that it be limited to a reasonable portion of verified net ratepayer
savings.®* Critical Loop, TMH, and SDG&E also request that the duration3% of a
durable non-bridging solution be determined.

Clean Coalition’s comments also address the need for technology-

neutrality,3% and Mainspring addresses the lack of need for certified PCS.357

350 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 6.
31 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 17-18.
352 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 13.

35 EDF Opening Comments at 9, Clean Coalition Reply Comments at 4, UCAN Opening
Comments at 16, Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15, Critical Loop Reply Comments at 6,
VGIC Reply Comments at 3.

354 Cal Advocates Reply Comments at 1, Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 4, UCAN
Opening Comments at 16.

3% Critical Loop Opening Comments at 15, TMH Opening Comments at 5, SDG&E Reply
Appendix A at 10.

3% Clean Coalition Opening Comments at 2.

37 Mainspring Reply Comments at 4-5.
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Objections from PG&E and SCE identify the complexities implicated in
durable non-bridging solutions.3* Additionally, PG&E and SDG&E note the
potential effects of subsequent customers’ load on ratepayer savings,3 and
PG&E, SDG&E, SCE, and PACT comment on the likelihood of low participation
under current cost allocation.360

9.1.2. Discussion

While no party objects to the concept of durable non-bridging solutions,
some express a desire for more detail on how such a solution would be
implemented.361

We agree that there are many policy issues yet to be determined regarding
implementation of durable non-bridging solutions. Specifically, we share many
of the concerns raised by parties as to the need for developing a wires baseline,
developing a cost comparison methodology, and evaluating whether certain
durable non-bridging customer costs should be covered. These are important
policy questions that will inform how IOUs offer durable non-bridging solutions,
how attractive the offer is to customers, and how to ensure that any durable non-
bridging policy is cost-effective. However, we find there is not sufficient record
in this proceeding to make a determination on these issues. Each of these issues
should be vetted through a formal proceeding rather than the AL process.
Therefore,, we do not direct any utility to file an AL to implement durable non-

bridging solutions at this time.

38 PG&E Opening Comments at 16, SCE Opening Comments at 13.
39 PG&E Opening Comments at 21, 23, SDG&E Opening Comments at 21.

360 PG&E Opening Comments at 19, SDG&E Opening Comments at 9-10, PACT Reply
Comments at 5, SCE Reply Comments at 1.

31 SCE Opening Comments at 12-13, PG&E Opening Comments at 21, SDG&E Reply
Comments at 5, IREC Opening Comments at 33.
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We do however direct PG&E and SCE to solicit further feedback on the
issues raised by parties in comments regarding durable non-bridging solutions
through a workshop. PG&E and SCE shall host a workshop, or workshops as
necessary, and develop a post workshop report. SDG&E is directed to participate
in the workshop as any policy outcomes may affect SDG&E in the identified
areas. The IOUs are to address at minimum the following topics:

e Methodologies that could be used to generate the scope
and cost of a wires baseline;

e Methodologies that could be used to determine the
equivalent upgrade cost or allowance amount;

e Methodologies that could identify the technical means
needed to assure operational performance;

e Methodologies to quantify reliability impacts;
e Rules governing recovery of prudently incurred IOU costs;

e Duration and terms and conditions of the durable non-
bridging arrangement;

e Any appropriate cost offsets or in-kind contribution for
participants that ensure cost-effectiveness for ratepayers;

e Any appropriate portion of the upgrade cost or allowance
amount that could support cost offsets or in-kind
contributions;

e Methodologies and data collection necessary to verify net
ratepayer savings.

SCE and PG&E shall host the workshop(s) within one year of the issuance
of this decision and must serve a workshop report within 60 days of the
conclusion of the workshop(s). The agenda and scheduling of the workshop(s)
shall be determined in coordination with Energy Division staff. The workshop
report shall address all of the topics covered in the workshop, shall summarize

stakeholder feedback and presentations provided at the workshop(s), and shall
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include recommendations for IOU implementation of durable non-bridging
solutions based on the workshop discussion. The workshop report shall be
served to the service lists of this proceeding, or any successor, the Energization
proceeding, Transportation Electrification Policy and Infrastructure proceeding,
and the Interconnection proceeding.

Energy Division staff may develop a staff proposal following the service of
the workshop report. Regardless of whether a staff proposal is developed, this is
an issue that will continue to come up as we move into the high DER future.

This report will have value for the Commission, as it will be able to consider the
workshop report, comments, and recommendations in relation to future

implementation of durable non-bridging solutions.

10. Grid Edge DERMS Warrant Both Near-Term
Implementation and Further Development

The ACP provides two recommendations that pertain to Grid Edge
DERMS. ACP recommendation 4.4 proposes that SCE and SDG&E implement a
Grid Edge DERMS offering modeled upon PG&E’s ChargeBoost pilot for 100
Amp residential customers whose EV charging would normally require an
upgrade. ACP recommendation 4.5 proposes a series of Energy Division-led
workshops with reports to further develop Grid Edge DERMS solutions.

Grid Edge DERMS performs sensing, computation, and DER management
locally within the area served by a common set of secondary distribution
infrastructure. In contrast, a Grid Edge orchestration solution relies on sensing,
communications, or computation originating outside that area to determine or

coordinate the response of a Grid Edge DER.
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10.1. ACP Section Four, Recommendation Four — SCE
and SDG&E Should Implement Grid Edge DERMS
for 100 A Residential EV Charging Customers

ACP recommendation 4.4 proposes that SCE and SDG&E implement a
Grid Edge DERMS offering modeled upon PG&E’s ChargeBoost pilot for 100
amp residential customers whose EV charging configuration would normally
require an upgrade. The ACP also recommends that PG&E further scale their
ChargeBoost pilot beyond the first 1,000 customers.

The ACP recommends that the IOUs file an AL (Grid Edge DERMS AL)
addressing initial Grid Edge DERMS offerings.3¢2 SCE and SDG&E, as proposed,
would describe how they plan to implement the ChargeBoost-like program and
describe any differences between the implementation plan and PG&E's pilot. The
ACP recommends establishing the offering within six months of this decision.363
The ACP also proposes that all three IOUs should include within their AL how
they plan to scale the offering beyond the first 1,000 customers and whether this
approach should become the default mitigation for all residential EV
customers.364

The ACP discusses Grid Edge DERMS as an alternative to centralized
Enterprise DERMS. The ability to rapidly measure and apportion capacity
represents a key challenge for implementing DOEs, which makes provisioning a
DOE from Enterprise DERMS (in which signals must be sent to and from the
utility) infeasible for large numbers of customers.3> However, as demonstrated

by PG&E’s ChargeBoost program, using Grid Edge DERMS can address this

362 ACP at 48-49.
363 ACP at 49.
364 ACP at 49.
365 ACP at 48-49.
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challenge.3%¢ The objectives of ChargeBoost are to both allow residential
customers to enjoy Level 2 EV charging at home without having to upgrade their
existing 100 amp or smaller service, and to avoid the secondary transformer
upgrade that would otherwise be necessary to accommodate Level 2 charging.
While this standalone implementation may offer functionality useful to future
orchestration efforts aimed at upstream capacity constraints, ChargeBoost is
strictly used to address secondary constraints.

ChargeBoost utilizes an AMI 2.0 meter with Grid Edge computing capable
of running software applications in addition to core metering functions.
ChargeBoost core functions are provided by a meter hosted application that
modulates EV charging power in response to either a site constraint or a
transformer constraint, depending on which constraint reflects a lower safe
amount of power. The site constraint is established by the application knowing
the capacity of the site electrical panel and measuring the total power usage by
loads that are not the EV charger. The difference between the site capacity and
site power usage determines the capacity that is left for the EV charger to use,
which sets the site constraint. The transformer constraint is established by the
application knowing which meters are connected to the same transformer as the
EV charging site and knowing the transformer capacity. The AMI 2.0 meter
receives the current load signals of the existing AMI 1.0 meters at the other sites
served by the same secondary transformer and the onboard application adds
them up to understand the total power usage by other contiguous sites. The

difference between the transformer capacity and the contiguous site power usage

366 ACP at 48-49.
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determines the capacity that is left for the EV charging site to use which sets the
transformer constraint.

10.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

The level of support and issues raised by party comment on near-term
implementation of a ChargeBoost-like offering ditffers depending on which IOU
is providing the implementation. We have segmented the discussion of IOU
implementation accordingly.

The ACP recommends that we direct PG&E to expand and scale the
ChargeBoost pilot.3¢” UCAN agrees that the “scaling framework in
Recommendation 4 of Section 4 is well conceived.” UCAN also proposes
refinements to define that the scaling process is stated explicitly, as well as
refinements to this ACP recommendation clarifying that the eligible population
comprises customers on services of 100 A or smaller.368 SBUA concurs that,
compared to centralized Enterprise DERMS for enabling IOU-led DSO DER
Orchestration, there is potential significant value to Grid Edge DERMS.3¢9

Several parties express qualified support for this recommendation. PG&E
expresses support, while noting that progress to date still remains in pilot form
and scaling is dependent on the outcome of PG&E'’s 2027-2030 GRC submittal.370
WeaveGrid expresses general support for advancing Grid Edge DERMS as a
means of implementing FSCs, particularly for residential EV charging and

constraints affecting secondary distribution infrastructure.3”* EDF supports this

367 ACP at 7.

368 UCAN Opening Comments at 9-13.
369 SBUA Reply Comments at 3.

370 PG&E Opening Comments at 12.

371 WeaveGrid Opening Comments at 2.
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proposal, but emphasizes that technology-neutral implementation is critical to
bring solutions like this to meaningfully scale.3”2 SPAN recommends that the
ACP proposal be expanded to apply to all home electrification efforts, not just EV
charging, including heat pumps and appliances.3”3 SPAN points to PanelBoost,
PG&E’s complimentary EPIC program to ChargeBoost which utilizes AMI 2.0 in
a similar manner but instead coordinates with a smart panel instead of EV
charger.374+ AEU supports the expansion of Grid-Edge DERMS-based FSC but
advocates for expanding the definitions and pathways before implementation,
including the technologies and site-level controls to be used.3”> VGIC supports
the expansion of ChargeBoost but recommends limitations on future offerings
from SCE and SDG&E.376

Cal Advocates, IREC, and Universal Devices oppose this recommendation.
Cal Advocates states that the Commission should not direct PG&E to expand
and scale ChargeBoost until the record includes pilot performance results,
implementation costs, customer-device requirements, cybersecurity
requirements, verified avoided-upgrade value, and IOU-specific transferability.
Cal Advocates asserts that the Commission should be cautious about applying
PG&E’s approach to SCE and SDG&E.?”7 IREC argues that FSC residential EV

customers should be able to choose between ChargeBoost and PanelBoost.378

372 EDF Opening Comments at 8.

373 SPAN Opening Comments at 5-6.

374 SPAN Opening Comments at 3.

375 AEU Opening Comments at 12-13.

376 VGIC Reply Comments at 10.

377 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 10-11.
378 IREC Opening Comments at 31-32.
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Universal Devices supports PG&E’s clarification that ChargeBoost and
PanelBoost be offered as a customer choice, rather than a default mitigation.37°

Party recommendations largely address the content requirements of
PG&E’s Grid Edge DERMS AL,30 expansion of the ChargeBoost pilot to other
electrification loads and to small commercial customers, 381 safeguards to ensure
technology neutrality,32 clarification of whether the ChargeBoost solution
should be the prioritized mitigation and if so, for which customers. Parties
oppose the scaling of ChargeBoost prior to reporting of initial deployment
results.383

Both SCE and SDG&E state that their existing metering infrastructure does
not currently have comparable functionality to the approach PG&E'’s
ChargeBoost uses to provide transformer level visibility through existing
communications capability.384¢ SCE and SDG&E also state that the proposed
implementation timelines do not align with their technology roadmaps or AMI
applications.385

10.1.2. Discussion
We find that implementation of Grid Edge DERMS-based solutions for

residential and small commercial customers may reduce both individual

customer costs and overall ratepayer costs associated with electrification. This

379 Universal Devices Reply Comments at 15.

380 UCAN Opening Comments at 23-24, PG&E Opening Comments at 12.

31 SPAN Opening Comments at 5-6, SBUA Reply Comments at 3.

382 EDF Opening Comments at 8.

383 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 2, Universal Devices Reply Comments at 13.

384 SCE Opening Comments at 11, SDG&E Opening Comments at 36-37.

385 SCE Opening Comments at 11, SCE Reply Comments at 5, SDG&E Opening Comments at 38.
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provides a compelling opportunity to advance affordability efforts while
facilitating electrification. Accordingly, consistent with party support, we find it
reasonable to direct the IOUs to implement a Grid Edge DERMS-based solution
for residential and small commercial customers. Below we discuss timeline,
process, and technology readiness.

10.1.2.1. Scope of the Programs and
Grid Edge DERMS AL

The ChargeBoost pilot delivers basic charging arrangements that allow the
deferral or avoidance of secondary transformer upgrades driven by EV charging.
These types of upgrades have been identified as a cause of upward pressure on
rates through 2030.38 ChargeBoost is currently an operational pilot rather than
being a prospective future solution, and party comment notes that the
population it targets skew heavily toward disadvantaged communities and the
lowest-income households.?” We find that the cost of the business as usual
secondary upgrades would likely be higher compared to the costs of the
alternative enabling equipment for these programs. Therefore, implementation
and scaling of this pilot requires rigorous measurement and evaluation to
confirm the net ratepayer savings.

We find the comments regarding expansion of this directive to other
electrification loads from SPAN, EDF, IREC, and Universal Devices to be
compelling. We agree that Grid Edge DERMS can benefit residential customers
beyond just those who drive EVs, and inclusive of those with heat pumps and

other electric appliances. As such, we direct that the IOUs’ proposals within their

386 PG&E EIS Part 2 at 39, Cal Advocates 2025 DGEM at 17, Table 3-1.
387 UCAN Opening Comments at 10.
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Grid Edge DERMS ALs address elements from both ChargeBoost and
PanelBoost.

We are additionally persuaded by party comments advocating for the
inclusion of small commercial EVSE customers, noting commonality in meter
infrastructure and issues faced between residential and small commercial
customers.388

IREC and Universal Devices’ comments request clarification on whether
these programs are voluntary. In response to these comments we clarify that
participation in the Grid Edge programs shall be voluntary for customers.

Each IOU’s Grid Edge DERMS AL shall include the following elements:

e IOUs shall propose clear, technology neutral criteria for
equipment eligibility.389 IOUs shall describe the solution’s
architecture and identify which components of the
architecture (e.g., metering, communications, control logic)
are proprietary and which are built on open standards.3%

e JOUs shall describe what role third parties potentially can
play to provide functionally equivalent Grid Edge DERMS
services if at a lower cost and with greater implementation
efficiencies.3%1

e IOUs shall each identify and document the secondary
equipment categories and costs that the IOU typically uses
for electrifying customers.

e IOUs shall each identify the typical equipment categories
and costs customers incur when electrifying.

e ]OUs shall each provide a methodology for identifying,
quantifying, tracking and reporting the avoided secondary

388 SBUA Reply Comments at 3, UCAN Opening Comments at 11.
389 EDF Opening Comments at 8.

30 AEU Opening Comments at 17.

31 AEU Opening Comments at 17.
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utility costs resulting from implementation of the Grid
Edge DERMs program, the costs of implementing the
program and the net ratepayer benefits.

e IOUs shall each provide a method of estimating potential
costs and savings for prospective customers as part of the
program materials for customers. Each IOU shall provide
a method for tracking participating customer savings.

e IOUs shall each provide an implementation schedule with
stage-gates or other milestones that derisk the approach
prior to scaling the solution.392

e IOUs shall propose consistent data reporting across all
three IOUs’ Grid Edge DERMS pilots.39

e SCE and SDG&E shall explain any differences from the
ChargeBoost and PanelBoost structure.

In addition to these elements, the IOUs shall consult with Energy Division
to ensure the ALs adequately respond to stakeholder feedback raised in the Grid
Edge DERMS workshops, discussed below.

While we find it reasonable to adopt the ACP’s recommendation for PG&E
to scale its ChargeBoost, and its PanelBoost pilots, and SCE and SDG&E to
propose similar offerings we also share concerns raised in comments from PG&E
and Cal Advocates. PG&E’s comments highlight that progress to date is still in
early pilot form. Cal Advocates comments that the pilot should not be scaled
until the record includes pilot performance results and other data. We address
these comments first by extending the timeline for filing of the IOU ALs and
implementation, as detailed in Section 16. Additionally, Energy Division staff

shall not approve the IOU ALs proposing implementation if PG&E does not

32 PG&E Opening Comments at 12-13.
33 SCE Opening Comments at 16.
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demonstrate net ratepayer benefits and SCE and SDG&E do not demonstrate
expected net ratepayer benefits.

Lastly, we also address Cal Advocates by directing PG&E to host a
workshop, in coordination with the Energy Division staff. PG&E shall, at

minimum, present the following at the workshop:

Pilot performance results,

Implementation costs,

Customer-device requirements, and

Avoided-upgrade value.

The purpose of the workshop is to allow for review of the pilot progress
prior to AL filings. Additionally, PG&E is directed to propose a plan to scale the
pilot which will inform the development of SCE and SDG&E'’s deployments, if
shown to be cost effective. The conditions set forth here provide sufficient
safeguards to allow for further exploration of how best to implement the ACP’s
recommendation for PG&E to scale its ChargeBoost, and its PanelBoost pilots,
and for SCE and SDG&E to propose similar offerings .

10.1.2.2. PGA&E Specific Implementation
PG&E requests the removal of an ACP description of EPIC 4.02394

programs as the default mitigation for 100-amp customers.3*> We clarify that
participation remains voluntary rather than the IOU defaulting customers into
participation.

The ACP recommends that the IOUs file a Tier 2 Grid Edge DERMS AL

within six months of the issuance of this decision. PG&E supports a timeline of

394 EPIC 4.02 encompassed both ChargeBoost and PanelBoost at the time of the Track 3 All-Party
Workshop. ChargeBoost is now EPIC 4.02A and PanelBoost is now EPIC 4.02B.

3% PG&E Opening Comments at 13-14.
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180 days.3%¢ We direct PG&E to file its Grid Edge DERMS AL by the date set forth
in Section 16 below.

The ACP recommends that IOUs should propose in their Grid Edge
DERMS AL how they plan to scale their offering and whether it should become
the mitigation evaluated for all residential EVSE customers, not just those on 100
amp or smaller services.37

In addition to the common AL requirements articulated above, PG&E's
Grid Edge DERMS AL shall disclose initial pilot results, reflect stakeholder
feedback from the Grid Edge DERMS workshop, propose how PG&E plans to
scale Grid Edge DERMS through PanelBoost and ChargeBoost, and discuss
whether ChargeBoost and PanelBoost Grid Edge DERMS should become the
Flexible Connection prioritized for evaluation in the case of residential

customers, and small commercial customers.

10.1.2.3. SCE and SDG&E Grid Edge
DERMS AL Considerations

Both SCE and SDG&E state that their existing metering infrastructure does
not currently have comparable functionality to the approach PG&E'’s
ChargeBoost uses to provide transformer level visibility through existing
communications capability.3*® SCE and SDG&E also state that the proposed
implementation timelines do not align with their technology roadmaps or AMI

2.0 applications under consideration with the Commission.3%

3% PG&E Opening Comments at 12.

397 ACP at 49.

38 SCE Opening Comments at 11, SDG&E Opening Comments at 36-37.

399 SCE Opening Comments at 11, SCE Reply Comments at 5, SDG&E Opening Comments at 38.
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We note that PG&E’s infrastructure did not provide transformer level
visibility prior to the ChargeBoost pilot and that PG&E is implementing its pilot
independent of broad AMI 2.0 rollout. PG&E deploys AMI 2.0 meters as needed
for customers to implement the program. We clarify that the direction to
implement and scale Grid Edge DERMS for residential load does not
contemplate or rely upon any change to either SCE or SDG&E’s AMI
infrastructure outside of the participating customers. Grid Edge DERMS for SCE
and SDG&E can proceed independently of their pending AMI 2.0 applications
for system wide AMI 2.0 rollout.

SCE and SDG&E shall propose a scaled implementation, based on the
learnings from the workshop on PG&E’s pilot results. We additionally find it
reasonable that SCE and SDG&E host a workshop in coordination with the
Energy Division after PG&E’s workshop. At the workshop(s) SCE and SDG&E
shall detail the technical basis, required infrastructure, costs, and timeline for
their proposed Grid Edge DERMS implementation. This information along with
implementation data from PG&E will help inform discussion on how best to
tailor the ChargeBoost and PanelBoost pilots to SCE and SDG&E’s unique use
cases. Following discussion at this workshop SCE and SDG&E shall present their
proposals for establishing a ChargeBoost and PanelBoost-like programs and
gather stakeholder feedback to inform their Grid Edge DERMs ALs. The
workshop date, key deliverables and associated dates for this item are set out
below in Section 16 of this decision.

10.2. ACP Section Four, Recommendation Five —
Further Development of Grid Edge DERMS
Solutions

ACP recommendation 4.5 proposes a series of Energy Division-led

workshops with reports to further develop Grid Edge DERMS solutions. This
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recommendation proposes that workshops be established to address five
enumerated topics:400

e The issue of capacity sharing,

e Application authoring and program access, including for
CCAs,

e Whether AMI meters are the appropriate long-term
solution for computing the Operating Envelope,

e Ensuring that more devices than EV chargers can be locally
controlled to ensure rapid response and prevent ongoing
access fees,

¢ Identifying any generation-related interactions or issues
that should be considered.

The ACP proposes that relevant stakeholders should include interested
parties, California Energy Commission staff, and stakeholders from the Vehicle-
Grid Integration Forums.#0! Following the workshops, one or more staff
workshop reports would be circulated to relevant service lists for this and other
proceedings, the Transportation Electrification Policy Infrastructure (TEPI)
proceeding (R.23-12-008), Interconnection proceeding (R.25-08-018), Energization
proceeding, and filed within any successor to the High DER proceeding.

10.2.1. Summary of Party Comments

Party comment provides either support or qualified support; no party
opposes this recommendation. SDG&E argues that workshops should precede
the IOU’s Grid Edge DERMS implementation ALs, while PG&E believes these
workshops should occur after the ALs.402 CalCCA recommends that Grid Edge

400 ACP at 7, 49.
401 ACP at 50.
402 PG&E Opening Comments at 16, SDG&E Opening Comments at 57.
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DERMS workshops be held following interoperability workshop efforts and
evaluations of a marketplace to support DER orchestration.403

Workshop topics that SDG&E, IREC, and UCAN recommend include:
technology-neutral equipment eligibility criteria; cost and benefit of Grid Edge
solutions relative to conventional upgrades; metering, communications, and back
office capabilities and costs according to candidate architecture for each IOU;.
Additional, topics recommended by these parties include: OEM and service-
provider fee structures on an aggregated and anonymized basis; transparency
around curtailment protocols; ensuring curtailment protocols are non-
discriminatory and not used to defer routine maintenance; Grid Edge DERMS
applicability to single-phase small commercial customers; and third-party
program access.4* UCAN recommends incorporating into workshops the
following topics: transparency around curtailment protocols; ensuring
curtailment protocols are non-discriminatory and not used to defer routine
maintenance; Grid Edge DERMS applicability to single-phase small commercial
customers; and third-party program access. IREC recommends discussing costs
and benefits of Grid Edge solutions relative to conventional upgrades.4%

SCE and SDG&E affirmatively support keeping generation interactions in
scope and IREC requests that Interconnection stakeholders should be invited to

the Grid Edge DERMS Workshops.406

405 CalCCA Opening Comments at 8.

404 SDG&E Opening Comments at 6, IREC Opening Comments at 3,; UCAN Opening
Comments at 24.

405 UCAN Opening Comments at 24, IREC Opening Comments at 32.

406 SCE Opening Comments at 12, SDG&E Opening Comments at 40, IREC Opening Comments
at 32.
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10.2.2. Discussion
Based on broad party support, we find it reasonable to direct the IOUs to

support a series of Energy Division-led workshops, to the extent such workshops
are necessary, and provide the following clarity on workshop scheduling and
topics.

Energy Division staff may determine whether to lead additional
workshops, as some of the topics may already be addressed in the Grid Edge
DERMS workshops SCE, SDG&E, and PG&E will host in service of their AL
development. We clarify that, in the workshops led by Energy Division, the five
enumerated topics should be included to the extent not already addressed in the
prior workshops.

We agree with SDG&E that the workshops should be leveraged to inform
the ALs. However, the IOU-led workshops to develop the Grid Edge DERMS
AlLs discussed in the previous section serve this purpose.

As PG&E has the only Grid Edge DERMS offering reflected in the record
of this proceeding, we find it reasonable for the PG&E-led workshop discussed
in the previous section to be the first workshop. In addition to sharing results of
initial deployments, PG&E shall detail any other plans or current programs it has
for providing a Grid Edge DERMS solutions and discuss the feasibility of
expanding ChargeBoost and /or PanelBoost to small commercial EVSE customers
on 100 amp services.

PG&E shall preview the content of their forthcoming Grid Edge DERMS
AL and gather input from stakeholders. PG&E shall circulate any integration or
interoperability documents generated for their AMI 2.0 enabled offerings no later

than seven days prior to the first workshop.
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As noted above, we find it reasonable for SCE and SDG&E to present their
proposed Grid Edge DERMS offering in the workshop(s) held after PG&E's
workshop.

Subsequent workshops should address the five topics enumerated in the
ACP recommendation*” and, at the discretion of ED staff, the listed workshop
topics parties recommended that are listed above.

We direct the IOUs to support Energy Division staff with hosting any
additional Grid Edge DERMS workshops. When hosting workshops or
supporting workshops led by Energy Division, the IOUs should follow the
directions in Appendix E of this decision.

11. Establishing Interoperability and Customer
Choice Requirements

The ACP includes one recommendation, in Section 7, addressing
expectations around interoperability in support of market access and fair market
competition.48 This recommendation is aimed at ensuring that customers that
participate in a flexible connection offering should retain the ability to participate
in utility, CCA, aggregator, or self-managed programs without being restricted

by proprietary vendor arrangements.40

407 ACP at 49: “These include: The issues of capacity sharing, application authoring and
program access, including for CCAs, Whether AMI meters are the appropriate long-term
solution for computing the Operating Envelope, ... Ensuring that more devices than EV
chargers can be locally controlled to ensure rapid response and prevent ongoing access fees,
[and] Identifying any generation-related interactions or issues that should be considered.”

408 ACP at 54.
409ACP at 54.
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11.1. ACP Section Seven, Recommendation One -
Interoperability and Customer Choice
Requirements

Section 7 of the ACP highlights concerns raised by parties in the Track 3
workshop process “regarding how access to both customer equipment and
distribution system information may affect competition and customer choice.” 410
The ACP cites IOU concerns that some vehicle OEMs maintain proprietary
communication pathways to customer-owned devices and may charge fees for
third-party access to those devices.411 The ACP also cites CalCCA, aggregator,
and technology provider concerns that the operational information generated by
utility Enterprise DERMS platforms could become available to utility programs
while remaining inaccessible to other market participants.412 The ACP concludes:
“Taken together, these concerns highlight the importance of ensuring that
flexible connection frameworks do not inadvertently create barriers to
participation or confer undue advantages on particular technologies, vendors, or
market actors.”413

In light of these concerns, the ACP states that information about capacity
constraints, available flexible capacity, and Operating Envelope requirements
should be made publicly available, and customers should be able to choose how
they satisfy flexible connection requirements, whether through utility programs,
OEM-provided solutions, third-party aggregators, CCAs, or self-managed

equipment.#14 The ACP recommends that Energy Division staff host a workshop

410 ACP at 39.
41 ACP at 39.
412 ACP at 39.
413 ACP at 39.
414 ACP at 39.
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that includes technology providers, utilities, California Energy Commission staff,
and CCA representatives to discuss reasonable guardrails to ensure
interoperability, customer choice, and local control where feasible.415> The ACP
further recommends that the IOUs file a workshop report and serve it to this
service list and to the Data Access and Cost Effectiveness Rulemaking (R.22-11-
013) service list, and file it within any successor proceeding to this proceeding.416
This section addresses that workshop and report.

11.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

In their responses to the ACP, parties are generally supportive of the
concepts and workshop process proposed in Section 7 of the ACP. Cal Advocates
supports the proposed interoperability and customer choice requirements.417
CALSTART supports resolving questions regarding interoperability and
customer choice requirements through a workshop.418 Terawatt supports efforts
to prevent restricting customer choice and addressing these issues through a
workshop.#19 PG&E agrees that a workshop would be useful for ensuring
interoperability and customer choice requirements.*20 SDG&E supports the
proposed workshop on interoperability and customer choice requirements but
argues that it will not be likely to solve the problem.42! IREC states that customer

ability to choose how they satisfy flexible connection requirements should be

45ACP at 55.
46 ACP at 55.

47 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 6.
418 CALSTART Opening Comments at 6.
419 Terawatt Opening Comments at 10.

420 PG&E Opening Comments at 27.

421 SDG&E Opening Comments at 22.
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balanced with the communications pathway allowances of Rule 21.422 IREC also
states that the Commission should ensure that a customer’s participation in FSC
does not hinder their vendor capabilities or participation in other programs.423
EDF states that “the Commission should ensure the transition to real-time
pricing structures does not disrupt existing rate designs that already provide
valuable customer incentives and planning certainty.”42* AEU writes “this is the
section of greatest concern to United” and argues that enough record has been
created during Track 3 workshops to support baseline open access rules rather
than holding more workshops.42> CalCCA “strongly supports” the Section 7
recommendations and recommends also creating a formal working group to
address competition and market access considerations, as well as to investigate a
demand flexibility marketplace to complement the IOUs’ Grid-Edge DERMS. 426
Terawatt urges the Commission to evaluate mechanisms to ensure that ratepayer
and customer savings from durable non-bridging solutions are not eroded by
third-party vendor costs during the workshop process.*2” UCAN asserts that the
Commission should adopt four principles regarding open, non-exclusive DERMS
and aggregator interfaces, protocol neutrality, customer choice of provider on

shared infrastructure, and no conditioning of participation in a ratepayer-funded

42 JREC Opening Comments at 36.
423 JREC Opening Comments at 36.
42¢ EDF Opening Comments at 11-12.
425 AEU Opening Comments at 10.
426 CalCCA Opening Comments at 9.

427 Terawatt Opening Comments at 10.
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flexible connection offering on proprietary subscriptions or third-party access
fees.428

SCE recommends developing interoperability requirements through
stakeholder workshops and standard development processes rather than
immediate rulemaking mandates, and states that such requirements should be
balanced against reliability, operational visibility, data quality, cyber risk, and
clear accountability for performance.4?® Critical Loop supports technology-
neutral and provider-neutral eligibility based on objectively verified
performance.430

11.1.2. Discussion

The Commission agrees with the ACP recommendation that flexible
connection frameworks should not inadvertently create barriers to participation
or confer undue advantages on particular technologies, vendors, or market
actors. The Commission agrees with the ACP that technology and provider
neutrality will help ensure wider compatibility of flexible connection
frameworks. A workshop is needed to further explore interested parties” views
and ideas on developing such interoperability standards and protections before

adopting any guidelines or implementing standards.

The Commission finds it reasonable to direct the IOUs, in coordination
with Energy Division, to host a workshop focused on discussing reasonable
guardrails. The IOUs shall record the workshop and Energy Division shall post
the link on the High DER Commission webpage. This workshop shall be held

428 UCAN Opening Comments at 18.
429 SCE Opening Comments at 14.

430 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 19.
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consistent with the information set out in Section 16 below. The workshop report
and link to the recording shall be served to the most recent service list for the
following proceedings: this proceeding (R.21-06-017); the Data Access and Cost
Effectiveness Rulemaking (R.22-11-013); the Energization Rulemaking (R.24-01-
018); and any successor to this proceeding. The timeline for the workshop is
meant to help inform the IOUs AL filings.

12. 10Us Shall Provide Customer Education for Flexible
Customers Enrolling onto Dynamic Rates

The ACP includes two recommendations addressing real-time pricing.
These recommendations are aimed at ensuring flexible connection customers are
not only aware of and abiding by the established limitations on their capacity
related to the distribution infrastructure, but also maximizing utilization of grid
assets by being responsive to price signals.#3! The first ACP recommendation, 8.1,
addresses default enrollment onto real-time pricing rates, and the second ACP
recommendation, 8.2, addresses data tracking related to real-time pricing and
flexible connections.

12.1. ACP Section Eight, Recommendation One — Real-
Time Pricing Rate Enrollment

The ACP recommends that the Commission direct the IOUs to default any
customer taking service on a VOE or DOE to a real-time pricing rate.*32 The ACP
states that VOE and DOEs communicate information regarding the physical
availability of distribution capacity, while real-time pricing communicates
information on the economic value of electricity at a given time. The ACP asserts

that, in many cases, these signals can be complementary. Complementary signals

41 ACP at 55.
432 ACP at 55.
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could align operational flexibility with price signals that encourage customers to
shift consumption toward periods where both distribution load capacity and
energy supply are plentiful, which would improve overall utilization and reduce
costs 433

Per ACP recommendation 8.1, the customer would have the ability to opt
out of the enrollment and return to their prior rate.*3* These customers may
deploy flexible load controls or storage to manage changes in available capacity,
which would allow these same technologies to respond to dynamic price signals
by charging during lower-cost periods and reducing consumption or discharging
during higher-cost periods. As a result, customers enrolled in real-time pricing
may have a significant number of hours where their price for energy is lower
than the comparable time of use rate.3> The ACP recognizes that adoption of
flexible connection solutions coupled with efficient price signals has the potential
to increase utilization of existing infrastructure, reduce the need for costly
distribution upgrades, and place downward pressure on customer rates by
making better use of both distribution and generation resources.43¢

12.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

Cal Advocates and AEU are supportive of real-time pricing rate
enrollment. Cal Advocates also recommends allowing default enrollment subject

to comprehensive tracking and evaluation to see if it provides long-term

433 ACP at 41.
434 ACP at 55.
435 ACP at 41.
436 ACP at 42.
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benefits.#37 Additionally, Critical Loop recommends the proposal’s opt-out and
return rights be preserved.43$

Parties were largely opposed to this recommendation, either expressing
clear opposition, recommendations for real-time pricing enrollment to be
optional, or providing clarifications regarding the limitations of such a
recommendation’s ability to be implemented. Several parties expressed clear
opposition to the recommendation —SDG&E,*3 CalCCA,440 and Tesla.#4! Several
parties recommended that the Commission should instead allow for dynamic
rate opt-in, rather than default enrollment.*42 UCAN recommends opt-in
enrollment with shadow billing for the first year and a seamless right of return to
a customer’s prior rate.443

PG&E opposes the recommendation for default enrollment.#4 In its reply
comments, PG&E notes the near unanimous opposition from parties to the
recommendation.#4> SCE states that it currently uses day-ahead pricing in
dynamic rate applications rather than real-time or day-of pricing, which it does

not have the capability to do. SCE further states that Track 3 discussions have not

437 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 8-9, AEU Opening Comments at 15.

438 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 20.

439 SDG&E Opening Comments at 23.

440 CalCCA Opening Comments at 9.

41Tesla Opening Comments at 11.

42 JCAN Reply Comments at 2, PACT Reply Comments at 4-5 VGIC Reply Comments at 10-11.
43 UCAN Reply Comments at 2.

444 PG&E Opening Comments at 27-28.

45 PG&E Reply Comments at 10-12.
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demonstrated that real-time pricing is necessary to make FSCs successful, and
therefore should be opt-in.446

Several parties request exceptions or clarifications to the default
enrollment. Terawatt and CALSTART request commercial EV fleet charging be
exempted from real-time pricing requirements.*” IREC opposes this proposal,
noting that further record development would show whether real-time pricing in
this context serves customer and ratepayer interests and whether any
misalignment can be resolved ahead of implementation.4 TMH requests the
Commission take several actions before considering making real-time pricing
enrollment the default. TMH recommends expanding access to all customers
who may want to choose a real-time pricing rate. They additionally recommend
directing the IOUs to create additional elements in their FSC options and
promotional materials introducing customers to the potentially synergistic effects
of choosing real-time pricing. TMH also recommends directing IOUs to have
representative modelling of FSC and real-time pricing to fleet advisory services
to help customers visualize successful dual participation.44

PACT notes that the pilots are still under evaluation and recommends that
real-time pricing enrollment be an opt-in option presented to VOE and DOE
customers with the utilities” required to present real-time pricing options and an
estimated bill comparison.#30 VGIC recommends enrollment in dynamic rates be

opt-in, citing the concern that tying real-time pricing to FSCs risks creating a

46 SCE Opening Comments at 14-15.

447 Terawatt Opening Comments at 10, CALSTART Opening Comments at 6-7.
48 JREC Opening Comments at 37.

49 TMH Opening Comments at 6-7.

450 PACT Reply Comments at 5-6.
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customer experience characterized by overwhelming technical complexity and
implementation friction, posing risks to efforts designed to accelerate
electrification. 451 Lastly, EDF acknowledges the IOU concern over the default
enrollment and recommends the proposal explain the distinction between
default and mandatory enrollment.452

12.1.2. Discussion

We first address SCE’s statement that they do not offer real-time pricing
options at this time through their dynamic rates. We agree that this
recommendation should address dynamic rate enrollment, rather than real-time
pricing. Dynamic rates are included in SCE’s current rate offerings.

We are persuaded by party concerns regarding the potential for customer
confusion with default enrollment in real-time pricing rates. In particular, we are
persuaded by arguments from parties that default enrollment of FSC participants
risks creating a negative or technically overwhelming customer experience. We
agree that this could become a deterrent for customers who may otherwise be
interested in taking advantage of FSC offerings. Therefore we decline to adopt a
default enrollment requirement for VOE and DOE customers and allow dynamic
rate enrollment to remain an opt-in, requiring affirmative customer agreement.

While we modify this requirement so as not to overburden FSC customers,
we do still find there is value in supporting FSC customers” enrollment on
dynamic rates. VOEs and DOEs communicate information regarding the

physical availability of distribution capacity, while dynamic rates communicate

451 VGIC Reply Comments at 10-11.
452 EDF Reply Comments at 5.
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information regarding the economic value of electricity at a given time. In many
circumstances, these signals can be complementary.

TMH recommends the IOUs create materials introducing customers to the
potentially synergistic effects of choosing real-time pricing.433 PACT also
recommends IOUs share real-time pricing rate options with FSC customers, as
well as estimated bill comparison.#>* We find both these recommendations to be
compelling and direct the IOUs to develop informational materials available
online that shall be shared with all FSC customers at the time of enrollment to
introduce customers to the potential synergies between the use of FSC and
dynamic rates. These materials shall provide customers with information on the
available dynamic rate options. If an IOU has an active dynamic rate pilot, that
IOU may use the pilot rate information for developing the informational
material. The IOUs shall consult with Energy Division staff on their bill
comparison methodologies and dynamic rate information.

We are not compelled by CALSTART’s and Terawatt’s requests to carve
out EV charging, as the switch to an opt-in dynamic rate approach allows for
customer choice.

12.2. ACP Section Eight, Recommendation Two — Data
Tracking Related to Real-Time Pricing Enroliment

The ACP recommends that the Commission direct the IOUs to track
certain data related to flexible connection customer enrollment in real-time
pricing rates, as well as opt-out levels. The recommendation includes the

following, at a minimum:455

453 TMH Opening Comments at 7.
454 PACT Reply Comments at 5-6.
455 ACP at 55-56.
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e Customer type and representative load curve,

e Size of customer service (A),

e Location of customer,

e Flexible connection offering/program,

e Bridging vs. non-bridging customer,

e Whether enrolled on a real-time pricing rate:
o If yes, which rate,

o If not enrolled in a real-time pricing rate, reason given
for opting out.

As the ACP states,*>¢ the purpose of this proposal is to track the rate of
enrollment of FSC customers on real-time pricing rates, understand any reasons
for declining to enroll, and understand what types of customers may be more
likely to take advantage of both FSCs and real-time pricing rates.

12.2.1. Summary of Party Comments
SDG&E does not support data tracking related to real-time pricing

enrollment as their rate design has not yet been finalized.*7 PG&E opposes
expanded data sharing more generally but does not specifically address this
recommendation.8 AEU, UCAN, and Cal Advocates support the
recommendation and provide additional data reporting requirements.

AEU recommends reporting on whether service is provided through a

CCA or IOU to see if responsiveness varies by service-provider type.4>

456 ACP at 55.

457 SDG&E Opening Comments at 46.
458 PG&E Reply Comments at 12.

459 AEU Opening Comments at 15.
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UCAN recommends adding realized bill impacts relative to a customer’s
previous rate.#60 Cal Advocates argues that data tracking should be strengthened
so that the Commission can evaluate whether pairing RTP with VOEs and DOEs
produces incremental benefits. Cal Advocates also recommends the Commission
require the IOUs to track evaluation of customer response, automation use, bill
impacts, export compensation impacts, and any cost shifts to non-participants.
Cal Advocates argues the Commission should require IOUs to evaluate, where
feasible, whether observed load reductions are attributable to the operating
envelope requirement, the RTP price signal or both.46!

12.2.2. Discussion

First, we clarify, as per the above section, that this decision addresses
dynamic rates rather than solely real-time pricing rates.

We are not compelled by PG&E and SDG&E'’s arguments against data
tracking related to dynamic rate enrollment. As UCAN and Cal Advocates point
out, there are additional lessons we can learn from implementation of FSCs
alongside dynamic rate enrollment, and we believe that data tracking is
fundamental to those lessons. Tracking this data could help us better understand
what types of FSC customers may be more likely to take advantage of dynamic
rates.

We find the recommendations for additional data collection requirements
from UCAN and Cal Advocates compelling. However, we do not know the

feasibility of reporting on Cal Advocates” recommendation of automation use or

460 UCAN Opening Comments at 26.

461 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 9.
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cost shifts to non-participants. We therefore decline to adopt those
recommendations at this time.

We direct the IOUs to include the following minimum data tracking
requirements in their HDER FSC Implementation AL:

e Customer type and representative load curve.
e Flexible connection offering/program.

e Size of customer service (amps).

e Location of customer (feeder).

e Whether customer has elected enrollment in a dynamic
rate or not. If so:

o Which dynamic rate,

o Realized bill impacts relative to a customer’s previous
rate,

o Evaluation of customer response,
o Export compensation impacts (if applicable),
o Automation use,

o Whether customer is served by the IOU or CCA, and
which CCA.

e To the extent feasible for customers enrolled in a dynamic
rate, whether observed load reductions are attributable to
the operating envelope requirement, the dynamic price
signal or both.

This decision will additionally address other data tracking and reporting
requirements in Section 14.

13. Implementation of Baseline Cybersecurity
Considerations from the SIO-CS

Section 5 of the ACP addresses the cybersecurity considerations the High
DER Track 3 examined through the Smart Inverter Operationalization

Cybersecurity Subgroup (SIO-CS) and report. The ACP recommends directing a
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process for the IOUs to implement the working group’s recommendations, those
being SIO-CS paths F, G, and H. In short, path F recommends that the DSOs use
the SIO-CS Phase 1 Primary DER Cybersecurity Requirements, path G initiates
the development of Phase 2 DER Cybersecurity Requirements, and path H
endorses the establishment of testing and certification programs.462

13.1. ACP Section Five, Recommendation One — Direct
IOUs to Propose Implementation of Baseline
Cybersecurity Considerations from the Smart
Inverter Operationalization Cybersecurity
Subgroup

The ACP proposes next steps to address the SIO-CS and the substantial
work that was completed through this working group.463 The SIO-CS developed
a phased set of DER cybersecurity requirements using IEEE 1547.3 464 as its
foundation. It recommended a regulatory pathway involving utility adoption of

the Phase 1 requirements,465 continued development of Phase 2 requirements, 466

462 SJO-CS Report at v-vi.

463 The SIO-CS focused on answering the third Track 3 Phase 1 scoping question: “What existing
cybersecurity standards should be applied for smart inverter operationalization and DERMS to
ensure communications between the equipment and management systems are secure (e.g.,
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) 1547.3?”

464 Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE)std 1547.3-2023, IEEE Guide for
Cybersecurity of Distributed Energy Resources Interconnected with Electric Power Systems,
2023.

465 The Phase 1 Primary DER Cybersecurity Requirements is a set of cybersecurity requirements
that addresses some of the basic controls and is not a complete set of requirements. SIO-CS
report at page 16.

466 The SIO-CS report provides a path to initiate development of Phase 2 Cybersecurity
Requirements for the California Distribution System Operators with the initiation of a Phase 2
cybersecurity working group to build on the scope of the SIO-CS and update the Phase 1
Primary DER Cybersecurity Requirements based on input from additional sources and
stakeholders. The Phase 2 DER Cybersecurity Requirements would include qualifications on
where they are or are not applicable and flexibility on where they would be deployed. SIO-CS
report at page 21.
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and establishment of testing and certification programs for DER equipment and
communications systems.467

The SIO-CS developed these recommendations to support the secure
operationalization of smart inverters, DERMS, and related communications
architectures necessary to enable firm and non-firm operating limits, Operating
Envelopes, and other flexible connection solutions.68 Several of the flexible
connection frameworks addressed in this decision rely upon communications
pathways that extend beyond traditional distribution operations. As such,
ensuring the SIO-CS work is implemented is important to the success of the
processes and policies established in this decision.

The ACP, consistent with SIO-CS path F, recommends that all FSC
offerings utilizing communications capabilities consider the SIO-CS phased
cybersecurity requirements as the baseline cybersecurity framework for all
systems larger than 1MW 469 The ACP recommendation extends to non-firm limit
approaches and all FSC energization pathways that rely upon customer-owned
devices, communications gateways, or Enterprise DERMS platforms. The ACP
further recommends that the IOUs be required to justify any deviations from the
SIO-CS recommendations through the proposed AL filing and workshop
process.470 Specifically, the ACP workshop process, which acts as an abridged

467 The SIO-CS report’s Path H addresses testing and certification programs, noting that testing
and certification programs can be established for Phase 1 and eventually Phase 2 DER
cybersecurity Requirements. SIO-CS report at page 24.

468 ACP at 32.

469 Smart Inverter Operationalization Cybersecurity Subgroup Working Group Report
(Attachment 2):
https:/ /docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/ Efile/ G000/ M532 /K683 /532683550.PDF

470 ACP at 32.
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version of SIO-CS path G, includes a timeline for the IOUs to host an initial
workshop, serve the workshop report and initial implementation plan to the
service list, host a second workshop to discuss the proposal and respond to
questions, allow for informal comments to be filed, and for the IOUs to then file a
Tier 2 Cybersecurity Implementation AL471

As grid operations advance to better accommodate new load and
generation, accelerate energization, and optimize use of existing grid assets, new
devices and operations will be introduced. With these new devices and
operations, it is imperative that we ensure cybersecurity is addressed to ensure
the safety of the electric system.

13.1.1. Summary of Party Comments

Party comments reflect either support or qualified support for moving
forward with the workshop and AL process to implement the SIO-CS
cybersecurity requirements.472

PG&E and Cal Advocates support the ACP’s proposed approach to
implementing the SIO-CS recommendations.473

Several parties also offer qualified support for the proposal. SCE
recommends developing cybersecurity requirements based on specific attributes
of FSCs (e.g., resource size, operational impact, and system risk) in coordination
with entities responsible for operation.4’7* SDG&E supports the proposal if it is

sequenced in a manner so as not to be overly burdensome with the other work

471 ACP at 51.

472 ACP at 51.

473 PG&E Opening Comments at 16, Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 5-6.
474 SCE Opening Comments at 12.
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products this decision establishes.4”> Critical Loop supports the ACP
recommendation as long as it does not generate blanket requirements based on
customer capacity (MW).476 SPAN notes its support for following the SIO-CS
Path H47. UCAN asks for clarification on the AL tier, as the proposal designates
this AL as both a Tier 2 and a Tier 3 AL.478

Two parties offer qualified support with specific recommended additions
to the requirements. AEU supports but adds that the Commission should direct
that the resulting workshop and AL explicitly address a standardized utility
neutral certification and testing pathway so that a vendor need not separately
qualify with each of the three IOUs under different procedures.*”” IREC adds that
the Commission should clarify whether 1 MW refers to the nameplate rating,
connected load, or another value.480

13.1.2. Discussion

We are persuaded that the proposed implementation process for
cybersecurity standards should be adopted with modifications.

Following the workshop, the IOUs shall prepare a summary workshop
report that includes an initial implementation proposal for the baseline
cybersecurity framework. This baseline cybersecurity framework must include a
proposal for testing and certification programs. This report will include

justification for any deviations from the SIO-CS recommendations in their

475 SDG&E Opening Comments at 41.

476 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 20.
477 SPAN Opening Comments at 9.

478 UCAN Opening Comments at 42.

479 AEU Opening Comments at 13.

480 JREC Opening Comments at 33.
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internal practices. Any justification for a deviation should address how the
deviation will support improved security, interoperability, reliability, how it
aligns with California’s evolving grid modernization objectives, and how it
avoids being overly restrictive to customers and third parties. This report will be
served to the service lists of the following proceedings, and IOUs should allow
for informal comments to be submitted from parties and staff: High DER (R.21-
06-017), Transportation Electrification Policy and Infrastructure (R.23-12-018),
and Interconnection, Advanced Rate Design, and Demand Response (R.25-09-
004). Following the informal comment period, the IOUs should submit the
workshop report, summary of informal comments, and implementation
proposal, adjusted based on comments, through a Tier 2 AL.

We are persuaded by SDG&E’s request that implementation of the
cybersecurity recommendation should be sequenced in a manner so as not to be
overly burdensome. As such we direct the IOUs to implement a modified
schedule as set out in Section 16 below.

We clarify, per the comment from UCAN, that the AL is a Tier 2 AL.

SPAN’s comments are addressed given the proposal is in fact following
the SIO-CS Path H, which is the Commission endorsing the establishment of
testing and certification programs that would meet the SIO-CS Phase 1 DER
cybersecurity testing and certification needs.#¥! The Commission endorsement
testing and certification programs shall be achieved through the disposition of
the joint Tier 2 Cybersecurity Implementation AL, which shall include proposals

for testing and certification programs. SPAN will also have an additional

481 SJO-CS Report at 24.
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opportunity to comment on the Tier 2 AL that sets forth the proposals for testing
and certification.

We are persuaded by AEU’s recommendation that the workshop and AL
should address a standardized utility neutral certification and testing pathway so
that a vendor need not separately qualify with each utility under different
procedures. This falls in line with Path H of the SIO-CS report, which is the path
we aim for the utilities to pursue. Further, no party objected to AEU’s
recommendation in reply comments.

Per IREC’s comments we clarify that the IMW refers to the site demand
load. However, this can be further addressed and modified, if necessary, through
the workshop and through the AL filing to implement the cybersecurity
requirements.

We are not persuaded by SCE’s recommendation that this decision should
base cybersecurity requirements upon specific attributes of FSCs but recommend
that the workshop and AL process can be a venue for SCE to coordinate with the
entities responsible for operation to inform their AL implementation plan.

While we understand Critical Loop’s concern about blanket requirements
based on capacity, we find that the language in the ACP, which this decision
adopts, to be sufficient for avoiding burdensome requirements. Specifically, we
direct the IOUs in their joint Tier 2 Cybersecurity AL to include justification for
any deviations from the SIO-CS recommendations in their internal practices. In
any justification for a deviation, the IOUs shall address how the deviation will
support improved security, interoperability, or reliability, how it aligns with
California’s evolving grid modernization objectives, and how it avoids being

overly restrictive to customers and third parties.
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14. Data Reporting and Affordability Tracking
Related to Flexible Connections

Parties addressed the topic of new data reporting and affordability
tracking requirements for the IOUs related to FSC implementation and the
associated effects on operational performance, costs, benefits, and affordability
considerations, in response to the following question from the July 2026 ACP
Ruling:

“Many of the Proposal’s recommendations are premised on the goal
of affordability and ratepayer savings from greater capacity
utilization, speed to power, and deferral or avoidance of upgrade
capital expenditure. To realize these goals, quantification of
ratepayer costs and benefits will be necessary. For each
recommendation how should the IOUs measure, track, and report
key costs and benefit metrics?”

14.1. Summary of Party Comments
While SDG&E does not recommend any additional reporting metrics
beyond what the IOUs already report,2 SCE and PG&E each propose additional
reporting metrics. SCE suggests that it build on the reporting framework

developed through its LCMS pilot, and that the reporting framework focus on:

e Customer benefits, including customers served and
reduction in energization timelines;

e Grid utilization benefits, including capacity enabled;

e Operational performance, including compliance with
operating limits and reliability of control and
communications systems;

e Affordability metrics including implementation costs and
deferred/avoided infrastructure investment benefits.483

482 SDG&E Opening Comments at 50-51.
483 SCE Opening Comments at 16.
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For non-bridging solutions, SCE recommends that reporting should
include participation persistence, long-term operational performance, and
demonstrated deferral value.484

PG&E recommends that the following be considered in measuring,
tracking, and reporting cost and benefit metrics:

e Net ratepayer benefits;

e No new or increased cost shifts;

e All avoided costs should be verifiable, measurable and
realized; and

e No double compensation.

PG&E also recommends that any financial tracking be done in the GRC,
but would like to track costs related to FSC in the Distributed Energy Resources
Distribution Deferral Account (DERDDA) memorandum account.4% In response
to PG&E’s recommendation to track costs in the DERDDA memorandum
account, Cal Advocates argues that costs tied to this proposal should not be
tracked there. Cal Advocates recommends that the Commission not authorize
new or expanded memorandum accounts, balancing accounts or AL cost
recovery pathways for FSC implementation.48¢

Cal Advocates recommends applying the reporting and cost-efficiency
framework established by D.26-02-025%7 to several ACP recommendations.*88

Specifically, Cal Advocates recommends applying this cost and efficiency

484 SCE Opening Comments at 16.
485 PG&E Opening Comments at 31-33.
486 Cal Advocates Reply Comments at 2-3.

487 D.26-02-025, Decision Establishing a Standard Offer for Flexible Service Connections (Order
Instituting Rulemaking to Establish Energization Timelines).

488 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 17 and 19.
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framework to ACP Section 3, ACP Recommendation 4 (Flexible Connection
Evaluation Requirements), Section 4, ACP Recommendation 1 (IOUs Provide
Limited Power Arrangement as Default Mitigation for Distribution Transformer
Upgrades), and ACP Section 6, Recommendations 1-4 to compare these non-
bridging FSCs against wires upgrades.4 Cal Advocates also recommends the
Commission evaluate technology-intensive recommendations before deployment
or scaling.4%0

Further, Cal Advocates recommends that development of VOE programs
should also track:

e Capacity and hourly energy available under the variable
operating profile;

e Customers’ actual hourly consumption;

e Capacity and energy that would have been available under
a lower-cost static limit; and

e The incremental utility and customer costs required to
provide the variable profile.

Cal Advocates argues that this will allow for future analysis on cost-
effectiveness.*1

In response to Cal Advocates” comments, “PG&E recommends that
affordability considerations and outcomes be used in developing a valuation
framework for non-bridging projects, rather than creating a DIDF-like set of

reporting requirements that are only theoretical."492

489 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 17.

49 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 19.

41 Cal Advocates Opening Comments at 16-17.
492 PG&E Reply Comments at 13-14.
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AEU comments that tracking for all FSC types should include by service-
provider type: 1) number of customers, 2) certification, or interoperability testing
costs and timelines experienced by third party aggregators and vendors, and 3)
cost benchmarks.493

CALSSA recommends that IOUs submit quarterly reports that include the
number of load customers that have chosen to use flexible connections, broken
down by the type of flexible connection the load customer selected, as well as
capacity enabled.4

CalCCA recommends looking at the UK’s RIIO Electricity Distribution
Price Control (ED3) framework (RIIO-ED3).4%

Terawatt comments that "[f]or Limited Power arrangements specifically,
Terawatt recommends that IOUs track and report the type of control technology
deployed (e.g., UL 3141-certified device, programmable relay, customer self-
managed PCS with energy management software, or bus-bar-level equipment),
the associated customer cost by technology type, and the incidence of any
protective equipment trips or unplanned isolation events."4%

UCAN proposes the following four categories of tracking: 1) utilization
and service metrics, 2) financial metrics, 3) planning metrics, and 4) customer
protection metrics.4”

Critical Loop suggests the following be tracked in response to the ruling

question: 1) time and certainty: compliance with the 30-day, 15 day, and

493 AEU Opening Comments at 18

494 CALSSA Opening Comments at 11.
495 CalCCA Opening Comments at 11-14.
4% Terawatt Opening Comments at 11.

497 UCAN Opening Comments at 32-33.
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preliminary capacity assessment clocks; 2) capacity quality and use; 3) system
economics and compensation: the counterfactual upgrade and payer
classification.4%

14.2. Discussion

Party comments highlight two distinct recommendations —1) data
reporting to track FSC implementation and affordability considerations, and 2)
the development of a valuation framework to measure when an FSC should be
used and how the costs and benefits compare to traditional wires solutions.
While these two outcomes are related, as data reporting is essential to any
valuation framework, we address them separately.

14.2.1. Data Reporting

We first address the recommendations related to data reporting to track
FSC implementation and affordability considerations. We agree with the many
parties that recommend additional reporting as necessary, in particular to track
how implementation of the solutions this decision directs impact affordability.
As such we reject SDG&E’s argument that no additional reporting metrics are
needed.

We find Cal Advocates” recommendation that development of VOE
programs should also track the following to be reasonable: 1) capacity and
hourly energy available under the variable operating envelope; 2) customer’s
actual hourly consumption; and 4) the incremental utility and customer costs
required to provide the variable profile. We agree with Cal Advocates that this
data will support future cost-effectiveness analysis. However, we find Cal

Advocates’ recommendation to track capacity and energy that would have been

498 Critical Loop Opening Comments at 26.
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available under a lower cost static limit to likely be challenging to track and
burdensome for IOUs to report. We therefore decline to require this reporting at
this time.

We find AEU’s recommendations to track the number of customers for all
FSC types to be reasonable, but find their recommendation to track certification,
or interoperability testing costs and timelines experienced by third-party
aggregators and vendors; and cost benchmarks to be overly burdensome.

We find CALSSA’s recommendation that IOUs report on the number of
load customers that have chosen to use flexible connections, broken down by the
type of flexible connection the load customer selected, as well as the capacity
enabled, to be reasonable. However, we do not find quarterly reporting, per their
comment, necessary at this time. We instead seek to create reporting efficiencies,
leveraging existing utility reporting processes, to the extent feasible. This is
further discussed below.

Terawatt’s recommendation that for Limited Power arrangements IOUs
track and report the type of control technology deployed, the associated
customer cost by technology type, and the incidence of any protective equipment
trips or unplanned isolation events is also reasonable. However, we understand
that some of this information may not be readily available to the utility. As such
we direct that the IOUs to track this information to the extent feasible.

We agree with UCAN that a standardized set of metrics be reported for all
FSC types across all the IOUs, and address this through the adoption of
Appendix D, which aims to track quantitative data on cost, implementation, and
affordability.

SCE provides several recommendations for reporting. We find the

following to be reasonable:
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e Customer benefits, including customers served and
reduction in energization timelines.

e Grid utilization benefits, including capacity enabled,
operational performance, including compliance with
operating limits and reliability of systems.

We find the other metrics SCE proposed, including affordability metrics
related to deferrals and avoided infrastructure and evaluation of participation
persistence and other metrics for non-bridging, to be more applicable to a
valuation framework.

We decline to adopt Critical Loop’s recommendation to track compliance
with the 30-day, 15-day, and preliminary capacity assessment clocks, as these
metrics are better suited to be addressed in the context of energization timelines.
We additionally decline to direct reporting on system economics and
compensation, as this decision does not direct any compensation. Lastly, we
decline to direct reporting on capacity quality as it is not clear how this would be
measured. We do, however, find it reasonable to track Critical Loop’s
recommendation of capacity use, as this will help in understanding whether the
FSC serves customers’ needs.

For these reasons, we direct the IOUs to track and report all of the
requirements outlined in Appendix D.

To avoid adding unnecessary administrative burden, we direct the IOUs to
report this data as part of their GNA/DUPR. This will additionally ensure that
this data is reviewed annually as part of the DPEP process.

In addition to the GNA/DUPR reporting, we reiterate our direction for
SDG&E to submit reporting related to their Standard Offer through the biannual
energization reporting pathway established in D.24-09-020 OP 18 and consistent
with the data fields required for reporting by D.26-02-025 OP 5. This will help to
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streamline review of this data along with the Standard Offer data for SCE and
PG&E.

While the reporting discussed in this section and Appendix D represent a
good starting point to further our understanding and evaluation of the
performance and affordability implications for FSCs, we acknowledge that data
needs may evolve over time. As such we authorize Energy Division staff to
modify the tracked fields as necessary to monitor the performance, costs, or
benefits of FSCs. Before modifying the reporting requirements, Energy Division
staff must first discuss the modifications and seek feedback at the DPAG
meetings. Following this discussion, Energy Division must notify the service list
of this proceeding, the Energization OIR, and any successor proceeding(s) of any
changes.

14.2.2. Valuation Framework

This section addresses establishing a valuation framework. PG&E
advocates for affordability considerations and outcomes to be used in developing
a valuation framework for non-bridging projects. SCE recommends tracking
affordability metrics and evaluating certain metrics related to deferral and
performance of non-bridging projects. Cal Advocates recommends non-bridging
FSCs be evaluated against the wires upgrades they are intended to replace. We
also note CalCCA’s recommendation to look at the UK’s RIIO-ED3. While we see
value in establishing a process to compare outcomes from traditional approaches
to infrastructure upgrade with FSC, we do not find the record in this proceeding
to be sufficient to establish such a methodology.

Establishing a valuation methodology, if done well, can provide a
meaningful tool for evaluating policy outcomes and affordability impacts.

However, there is also the potential that a hastily developed valuation
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methodology does not appropriately capture all relevant costs and benefits. As
such, we decline to adopt a valuation methodology in this decision. However,
this decision adopts reporting requirements that are meant to gather data that
could in the future inform the development of a valuation framework by the

Commission in a future proceeding.

14.2.3. DERDDA Memorandum Account

PG&E recommends that the Commission authorize the utility to track
costs related to the FSC in the DERDDA Memorandum Account. Cal Advocates
and SBUA oppose this recommendation. Both Cal Advocates and SBUA caution
against additional or expanded cost recovery stemming from this decision. We
agree with Cal Advocates and SBUA that no additional cost recovery should be
authorized in this decision. The record in this proceeding does not reflect a
fulsome discussion on possible cost recovery pathways. As such, any new
authorization of cost recovery here risks failing to account for prior
authorizations for related spending. The IOUs should not use the DERDDA
Memorandum account for activities ordered in this decision. The IOUs retain the
ability to request any relevant cost recovery through their GRCs.

15. Sunsetting or Modifying Legacy
Deferral Reporting Requirements

In D.24-10-030, the Commission eliminated Distribution Investment
Deferral Framework (DIDF) solicitations and refocused the overall framework
from investment deferral to facilitating transparency in the Distribution Planning
and Execution Process (DPEP).! In doing so, the Commission discontinued the
annual DIDF Reform Ruling process, through which incremental adjustments
were historically implemented through an annual ruling.?

Several deferral reporting requirements originally established across DIDF

Reform Rulings may have become outdated and are still reported in Grid Needs
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Assessments (GNA) and Distribution Upgrade Project Reports (DUPR). As this
decision will close the R.21-06-017 proceeding, we address how to update
potentially outdated deferral related reporting requirements in the DPEP
process.

We authorize the IOUs to submit an annual joint Tier 2 AL to propose
sunsetting or modifying outdated deferral-specific reporting requirements either
in whole or in part. If filed, the annual Tier 2 AL must be filed in the first quarter
of the year to allow time to be processed and effective for proximate annual
GNA/DUPR filing in August.

All Tier 2 ALs submitted pursuant to this directive must:

a. Identify the specific ruling, decision, or OP establishing the
deferral-related reporting requirement;

b. Provide a clear justification demonstrating: (a) the
identified reporting requirement was adopted exclusively
to support third-party deferral solicitations suspended by
D.24-10-030; (b) subsequent filings would yield identical
entries due to the absence of active or pending deferral
solicitation; and (3) the filing does not provide information
relevant to the revised DPEP framework; and

c. Propose whether the requirement should be retired as a
whole or modified in part to retire the portion that satisfies
all criteria above.

16. Timing of Implementation Steps

This section of the decision sets forth the timing and the next steps for
implementing this decision, including all of the workshops, ALs, and reports this
decision orders.

The party comments on the proposed schedule in the ACP made it clear
that the substantial work required to implement the proposed changes would

require more time than the ACP anticipated. Accordingly, this decision adopts
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the schedule below to balance the need for additional time to implement this

decision with the importance of making prompt progress on these issues.

As discussed throughout this decision, there will be several additional

reports and workshops meant to inform stakeholder discussion, IOU

implementation, and IOU AL filings. The reports, workshops, and advice letters

are summarized in the tables below.

Table 2: Advice Letter Timeline

Advice Letter Name

Designated IOUs

Deadline

HDER FSC Implementation ALs
(Tier 3)

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E

120 days after issuance of
decision

SDG&E Standard Offer AL (Tier
2)

SDG&E

75 days from the disposition of
PG&E and SCE’s joint AL
establishing a tariffed Standard
Offering Flexible Service
Connection Form Agreement

Limited Power ALs (Tier 1)

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E

45 days after issuance of

decision
PG&E Flex Connect AL (Tier 2) | PG&E 120 days after issuance of
decision
SCE and SDG&E Flex Connect SCE, SDG&E 1 year after issuance of decision
AlLs (Tier 2)
PG&E Grid Edge DERMS AL PG&E 13 months after issuance of
(Tier 2) decision
Grid Edge DERMS AL (Tier 2) SCE, SDG&E 15 months after issuance of

decision

Joint Cybersecurity AL (Tier 2)

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E

60 days after party comment on
cybersecurity workshop report

Persistent Non-Bridging
Solutions AL (Tier 2)

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E

90 days after disposition of
respective HDER FSC
Implementation AL

Table 3: Workshops and Reports Timing

Workshop or Report Topic

Designated IOUs

Timing

Flex Connect Quarterly Reports
to Energy Division

SCE, SDG&E

45 days after issuance of
Decision through disposition of

Flex Connect ALs
Flex Connect Preview SCE, SDG&E (joint) 180 days after issuance of
Workshop Decision
PG&E Flex Connect PG&E 90 days after issuance of
Informational Report Decision
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PG&E Grid Edge DERMS PG&E 9 months after issuance of
Informational Report Decision
1st Grid Edge DERMS Workshop | PG&E 10 months after issuance of

Decision

2nd Grid Edge DERMS
Workshop

SCE, SDG&E (joint)

12 months after issuance of
Decision

1t Cybersecurity Workshop

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E (joint)

180 days after issuance of
Decision

Cybersecurity Workshop Report

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E (joint)

60 days after 1st Cybersecurity
Workshop

2nd Cybersecurity Workshop

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E (joint)

60 days after Cybersecurity
Workshop report (comments
within 35 days)

Durable Non-Bridging Solutions
Workshop(s)

PG&E, SCE, SDGE (joint)

1 year after issuance of Decision

Durable Non-Bridging Solutions
Workshop Report

PG&E, SCE (joint)

60 days after conclusion of
workshop(s)

Customer Choice and
Interoperability Workshop

PG&E, SCE, SDG&E (joint)

90 days after issuance of
Decision

The full implementation timeline, inclusive of the workshops, reports, and

AL requirements are reflected in the following figure.
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Figure 1: Decision Implementation Timeline

*

17. Summary of Public Comment

Rule 1.18 allows 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
was filed that is relevant to this decision. The public comment urged the
Commission to support faster energization of housing.

18. Procedural Matters

This decision affirms all rulings made by the Administrative Law Judge
and assigned Commissioner in this proceeding. All motions not ruled on are
deemed denied.

19. Comments on Proposed Decision

The proposed decision of Commissioner Darcie L. Houck in this matter was
mailed to the parties in accordance with Section 311 of the Public Utilities Code

and comments were allowed under Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of
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Practice and Procedure. Comments were filed on , and reply

comments were filed on by

20. Assignment of Proceeding

Darcie L. Houck is the assigned Commissioner, and Justin Regnier and
Jack Chang are the assigned Administrative Law Judges in this proceeding.

Findings of Fact

1. Grid mitigations are characterized by being minor in nature, are
historically performed within months, and are expected to cost in the range of
thousands to tens of thousands of dollars.

2. Grid upgrades require significant design and procurement, take several
months to years in advance to implement, and could cost hundreds of thousands
to millions of dollars to implement.

3. FSC mitigations that defer grid upgrades, while maintaining both safety
and reliability, support affordability.

4. Some customers who are eligible for an FSC option would prefer to
decline.

5. FSC offerings are contingent on factors besides customer willingness to
participate (e.g., size, secondary infrastructure, EV charging, etc.).

6. Some customers will not have a realistic opportunity to use an FSC
mitigation to defer or avoid an upgrade.

7. 10Us have historically used mitigations to allow for full capacity (e.g.,
switching phase, voltage regulation, etc.).

8. Customers may have more than one feasible FSC mitigation.

9. Limited Power, SOEs, VOEs, and DOEs represent a continuum of
increasing operational sophistication that enables progressively greater

utilization of distribution infrastructure.
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10. No currently offered IOU flexible connection requires the use of a UL 3141
certified PCS.

11. A flexible connection is appropriate where the customer agrees to the
terms of service.

12. PG&E and SCE both used the term “Load Determination Process” to
define the process used to determine demand load.

13. PG&E’s Rule 2 Section F.2 uses IEEE 519 standard to define Harmful
Waveform, and SCE and SDG&E do not explicitly use this standard in their
Rule 2.

14. Gendered language is currently present within SCE and SDG&E’s Rule 2.

15. The IOUs Rule 2 language currently places the responsibility to avoid
intolerable or detrimental voltage fluctuation on the customer but does not
provide any criteria defining that fluctuation.

16. PG&E and SCE’s Joint Standard Offer AL provided a defined term for the
process to determine demand load.

17. There may be confusion as to the control point of the PCS.

18. The customer’s decision whether to self-manage Limited Power and what
equipment to place within a PCS relies on an understanding of their current
demand relative to the IOUs’ forecast demand load.

19. Each IOU already maintains an “ Authorization to Receive Customer
Information or Act on a Customer’s Behalf” (CISR) form.

20. SDG&E'’s distribution design manual provides both power per square foot
values and demand factors that can be applied to nameplate values to provide a
better indicator of equipment load values.

21. There are existing Flexible Generation Connection offerings for SOEs and

VOEs.
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22. There are no proposals for a Flexible Generation Connection DOE offering.

23. Upgrades triggered by photovoltaic generation systems smaller than one
megawatt are ratepayer funded.

24. PG&E and SCE filed a joint AL to implement flexible connection Standard
Offers in compliance with D.26-02-025.

25. SDG&E does not currently have a Standard Offer, and the Commission has
not previously directed SDG&E to establish one.

26. A preliminary capacity assessment, sometimes referred to as a “power
check” or Step 0 of the energization process, refers to an estimate of capacity
provided prior to a customer application.

27. A preliminary capacity assessment is not required unless requested by a
customer, and the customer bears the cost associated with the assessment.

28. D.26-02-025 Ordering Paragraph 7 states that “Pacific Gas and Electric
Company and Southern California Edison Company shall file, no later than 75
days from the issuance of this decision, a Tier 2 advice letter formalizing their
preliminary capacity assessment offerings as directed in Section Ten of this
decision.”

29. There is ratepayer benefit to SDG&E implementing a Standard Offer and
preliminary capacity assessment.

30. SCE has implemented the necessary SCADA functionality to inform the
forecasts needed for a VOE, and Phase 2 of its Grid Management System will
provide short-term forecasting for both load and generation no later than 2027.

31. SDG&E's technology readiness is in a different state than both SCE and
PG&E, including its ability to establish site telemetry which does not rely upon
IEEE 2030.5.
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32. Using a consistent interoperability testing and certification procedure
would avoid redundant vendor qualification processes.

33. PG&E’s Flex Connect can determine when abnormal conditions are
experienced and quickly send an affected site updated capacity limits.

34. PG&E has safely and reliably administered variable limits utilizing
technical capabilities described in its Op Flex Report and Customer-Owned
Telemetry Procedure.

35. D.26-02-025 established requirements for treatment of UL 3141 PCS for use
in PG&E and SCE’s Standard Offer.

36. PG&E’s Flex Connect offers a non-bridging version to generation
customers.

37. There are many policies issues yet to be addressed regarding
implementation of durable non-bridging solutions.

38. The ChargeBoost pilot delivers basic charging arrangements that allow the
deferral or avoidance of secondary transformer upgrades driven by EV charging.

39. The ChargeBoost pilot is currently in early deployment stages.

40. The record does not show whether SCE and SDG&E can implement
comparable Grid Edge DERMS approaches to PG&E on the timeline the ACP
recommends.

41. Access to both customer equipment and distribution system information
may affect competition and customer choice.

42. Default enrollment in real-time or dynamic pricing rates for FSC customers
may deter customers who would otherwise be interested in taking service under

an FSC offering at this time.
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43. Tracking dynamic rate enrollment data could help the Commission better
understand what types of FSC customers may be more likely to take advantage
of dynamic rates.

44. With these new devices and operations, it is imperative that the
Commission ensure cybersecurity is addressed to ensure the safety of the electric
system.

45. Data tracking FSC implementation and affordability considerations can
help the Commission evaluate how FSC implementation directly impacts
ratepayer affordability.

46. Future cost-effectiveness analysis can benefit from VOE programs tracking
capacity and hourly energy available under the variable operating profile,
customers’ actual hourly consumption, and the incremental utility and customer
costs required to provide the variable profile.

47. FSC program development can benefit from tracking the number of
customers for all FSC service-provider types, certification or interoperability
testing costs, timelines experienced by third-party aggregators and vendors, and
cost benchmarks.

48. Tracking capacity use will help the Commission understand whether the
FSC is serving the customer’s needs.

49. A hastily developed valuation methodology may not appropriately
capture all relevant costs and benefits.

50. The activities resulting from adoption of this decision are not covered
within the DERDDA memorandum account.

51. The IOUs retain the ability to request any relevant cost recovery through
their GRCs.
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52. D.24-10-030 eliminated Distribution Investment Deferral Framework
(DIDF) solicitations, refocused the overall framework from investment deferral
to facilitating transparency in the Distribution Planning and Execution Process,
renamed the Distribution Deferral Opportunity Report to the Distribution
Upgrade Project Report, and ended the annual DIDF Reform ruling process.

53. Several deferral reporting requirements originally established across DIDF
Reform Rulings for the Grid Needs Assessment and Distribution Upgrade
Project Reports may be irrelevant to the revised Distribution Planning and
Execution Process framework.

Conclusions of Law

1. Itisreasonable to adopt FSC mitigations that defer upgrades while
maintaining both safety and reliability.

2. Itisreasonable to direct PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to provide customers
with the opportunity to indicate interest in flexible connection offerings within
their energization application forms.

3. [Itisreasonable for IOUs to prioritize the flexible connection offering that is
most likely to provide the greatest ratepayer benefit when more than one
offering may be appropriate for a particular customer.

4. TItis reasonable to direct PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to provide customers
with relevant information on factors affecting their suitability for flexible
connection offerings.

5. Itis reasonable to direct PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to establish transparent
criteria to reduce the scope of customers who receive a flexible connection
evaluation prior to an upgrade as some customers do not have a realistic

opportunity to defer or avoid an upgrade.
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6. Itisreasonable to direct PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E, when applicable, to
notify the customer and present the specific reason that a flexible connection is
not a realistic opportunity to defer or avoid an upgrade at the conclusion of the
Engineering and Design phase of energization.

7. ltis reasonable for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to use another mitigation
besides a flexible connection if it is able to provide the customer with full
capacity or is more cost-effective than the flexible connection mitigation.

8. Itis reasonable to direct the IOUs to not require any customer to accept an
FSC offering at this time; no FSC shall be implemented unless and until the
customer agrees to such an offering and the terms of the offering.

9. Itisreasonable to allow customers and IOUs to utilize either certified UL
3141 PCS or other technical means under mutual agreement for flexible
connections offered by IOUs.

10. Itis reasonable for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to establish that a UL 3141
certified PCS should be a presumptively accepted flexible connection option.

11. Itis reasonable to modify the Rule 2 language to clarify that the PCS
control point is the point of common coupling.

12. Itis reasonable to specify and define the Load Determination Process
within Rule 2.

13. Itis reasonable to use PG&E’s Rule 2 Section F.2 definition of Harmful
Waveform.

14. It is reasonable to remove gendered language in Rule 2.

15. Itis reasonable for the IOUs” Rule 2 to provide criteria defining intolerable
or detrimental voltage fluctuations.

16. Itis reasonable for a customer to calculate their own demand load, absent

information from the IOU.
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17. Itis reasonable for an IOU to provide the following information to a
customer upon request, and retain it once provided: demand load, metered
demand, secondary transformer capacity, capacity limiting factor, and service
conductor capacity.

18. Itis reasonable for an authorized third party to request and receive the
following information on behalf of a customer, utilizing the IOUs” existing
“ Authorization to Receive Customer Information or Act on a Customer’s Behalf”
form: demand load, metered demand, secondary transformer capacity, capacity
limiting factor, and service conductor capacity.

19. Itis reasonable to direct SDG&E to establish a Standard Offer consistent
with the direction the Commission provided PG&E and SCE in D.26-02-025.

20. Itis reasonable to allow SDG&E more time to file its Standard Offer AL
than was provided to PG&E and SCE to file the AL that establishes their
Standard Offer Flexible Service Connection Form Agreement.

21. Itis reasonable to direct SDG&E to model its Standard Offer AL upon
PG&E and SCE’s Standard Offers the Commission directed in D.26-02-025.

22. Itis reasonable to direct SDG&E to utilize overload standards that are
based upon emergency ratings for its Standard Offer equipment ratings.

23. Itis reasonable to direct SDG&E to establish a preliminary capacity
assessment, consistent with the Commission’s direction to SCE and PG&E in
D.26-02-025.

24. Itis reasonable to align the period for formalization of SDG&E’s
preliminary capacity assessment with that of the Standard Offer.

25. Itis reasonable to direct SCE and SDG&E to implement a VOE offering
modeled off of PG&E's Flex Connect.
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26. It is reasonable, based on technology readiness, for SCE to propose VOE
offering modeled off PG&E's Flex Connect.

27. It is reasonable, based on technology readiness, for SDG&E to propose a
proof-of-concept of a VOE offering modeled off PG&E’s Flex Connect.

28. It is reasonable to direct the IOUs to hold a joint workshop on consistent
interoperability testing and certification procedures and implement a consistent
interoperability testing and certification procedure that incorporates input from
the workshop.

29. Itis reasonable for PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to leverage the technical
capabilities described in PG&E’s Op Flex Report and Customer-Owned
Telemetry Procedure to provide updated capacity limits to customers during
abnormal grid conditions.

30. Itis reasonable to direct PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to establish a persistent
non-bridging version of the Standard Offer.

31. Current customers utilizing bridging solutions should have the ability to
elect to take service under their current terms without triggering an upgrade, as a
persistent non-bridging solution.

32. Itisreasonable to direct the IOUs to maintain the Standard Offer’s
requirement of a tariffed form agreement and treatment of UL 3141 PCS in their
implementation of the Non-Bridging Standard Offer.

33. Itisreasonable to direct PG&E to formalize its Flex Connect offering and
expand its non-bridging generation offering to load customers.

34. Itisreasonable to direct PG&E and SCE to solicit further feedback on
durable non-bridging solution details discussed in party comments.

35. Itis reasonable for the IOUs to consider both ChargeBoost and PanelBoost
with Grid Edge DERMS offerings.
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36. It is reasonable to direct PG&E to propose a scaling of its ChargeBoost and
PanelBoost pilots.

37. Itis reasonable to direct SCE and SDG&E to propose incremental
deployments modeled off ChargeBoost and PanelBoost.

38. Itisreasonable for ED staff to evaluate PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E’s Grid
Edge DERMS proposals based on current or expected net ratepayer savings.

39. Itisreasonable for the IOUs to host a joint workshop to discuss with
stakeholders how access to both customer equipment and distribution system
information may affect competition and customer choice.

40. The IOUs should share real-time pricing rate options with FSC customers,
as well as estimated bill comparisons.

41. The IOUs should develop informational materials available online to be
shared with all FSC customers at the time of enrollment to introduce customers
to the potential synergies between the use of FSC and dynamic rates.

42. The IOUs should include minimum data tracking requirements in their
Tier 2 HDER FSC Implementation AL.

43. The IOUs should prepare a summary workshop report that includes an
initial implementation proposal for a baseline cybersecurity framework and
testing and certification programs.

44. The IOUs should track and report the number of customers for all FSC
service-provider types, certification or interoperability testing costs, timelines
experienced by third-party aggregators and vendors, and cost benchmarks.

45. The IOUs should track and report a standardized set of metrics for all FSC
types across all the IOUs in accordance with Appendix D, which includes

quantitative data on cost, implementation, and affordability.
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46. Energy Division staff should be allowed to modify the IOUs” data
reporting tracked fields as necessary, after consultation with DPAG, and should
notify the service list of this proceeding, the Energization OIR, and any successor
proceeding(s) of any changes to tracked fields.

47. No additional cost recovery should be authorized in this decision.

48. Itis reasonable to authorize the IOUs to submit an annual joint Tier 2 AL
in the first quarter proposing to sunset or modify, in whole or in part, deferral-
related reporting requirements that: (1) were adopted exclusively to support
deferral solicitations suspended by D.24-10-030; (2) would yield identical filings
due to the absence of active or pending deferral; and (3) the filing does not
provide information relevant to the revised DPEP framework.

49. It is reasonable to affirm all rulings issued by the assighed Commissioner
or ALJ and to deem denied all motions not ruled upon in this proceeding.

50. Itis reasonable to close this proceeding.
ORDER
IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall each file a Tier 3 Advice Letter (AL)
addressing implementation of flexible connections (High Distributed Energy
Resources Flexible Service Connection Implementation AL) within 120 days of
the issuance of this decision. The High Distributed Energy Resources Flexible
Service Connection Implementation ALs must include all of the information in
Appendix A.

2. Pollowing approval of the High Distributed Energy Resources Flexible
Service Connection Implementation Advice Letters from Pacific Gas and Electric

Company, Southern California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric

- 166 -



R.21-06-017 COM/DH?7 /smt PROPOSED DECISION

Company (together, the IOUs), each IOU shall provide updates to the flexible
connection evaluation process through the annual Distribution Planning Process.

3. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall each file a Tier
1 Advice Letter (AL) enabling Limited Power flexible connections (Limited
Power AL) through updates to their Electric Rule 2 and 3 within 45 days after
issuance of this decision. The Limited Power AL shall include the following
Electric Rule updates:

(@) The Limited Power AL shall update Electric Rule 2 to
include the terms defined in Appendix B, the section
describing controlled load in Appendix C, to adopt
Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE)
Standard 519 as the definition for the harmonics
comprising harmful waveform, to adopt IEEE Standard
1453 as the standard for limits on voltage fluctuations, and
to excise gendered language from the Electric Rule 2 text.

(b)  This decision supersedes the direction given in Ordering
Paragraph 2 of D.26-02-025 by allowing each IOU
discretion to add the controlled load definition to the most
appropriate section of its Electric Rule 2, and to modify its
Electric Rule 3 language to point to the section of Electric
Rule 2 that houses the controlled load definition.

(c) TheIOUs shall each include, as an appendix to the Limited
Power AL, the full set of demand factor tables by
equipment class, diversity schedules by customer count,
demand per square foot values for each climate zone, and
method selection rules available to its internal engineers.

(d) If there is a need for divergence between the IOUs in the
values, schedules, factors, or selection rules provided, the
IOUs shall each provide, within the body of its Limited
Power AL, a description and justification for any proposed
divergence between their service territories.
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4. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall each serve a
notice to the service list of this proceeding within 60 days of the issuance of this
decision that it has implemented the following requirements. The utility will
provide the following data fields to customers or authorized third parties within
30 days of a request: demand load, metered demand, secondary transformer
capacity, capacity limiting factor, and service conductor capacity. The IOUs shall
each add information to their websites detailing the data fields they will provide
upon request and allowing customers the ability to enter account information,
authorize any additional party that should receive this data upon their behalf,
and make an existing service data request. Within 30 days of a valid request the
IOUs must either provide the customer and any authorized third-party the data
or confirmation the data is unavailable for each field. The IOUs shall maintain
this data internally.

5. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) shall file a Tier 2 Advice
Letter to establish a tariffed Standard Offering for Flexible Service Connection
Form Agreement (SDG&E Standard Offer AL) and may file a Tier 2 Advice
Letter to modify the Standard Form Agreement as necessary consistent with
Decision (D.) 26-02-025. SDG&E shall file the SDG&E Standard Offer Advice
Letter within 75 days after the disposition of the joint Advice Letter from Pacific
Gas and Electric Company and Southern California Edison Company
establishing a tariffed Standard Offering Flexible Service Connection Form
Agreement (Southern California Edison Advice Letter 5790-E/Pacific Gas and
Electric Company Advice Letter 7868-E) in compliance with D.26-02-025. The
SDG&E Standard Offer AL shall include the following:
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(@) All the required components for the tariffed Standard Offer
for Flexible Service Connections, as outlined in Appendix
F, consistent with D.26-02-025.

(b) Proposal to formalize a preliminary capacity assessment by
providing a standardized form for collecting the required
customer information and a standardized preliminary
capacity assessment report. SDG&E must describe any
current preliminary capacity assessment process, provide
the name of its assessment process, describe the analysis
this process performs to arrive at a capacity estimate, and
provide the historical average cost to the customer for
performing these assessments. The proposed preliminary
capacity assessment timeline must meet the target timeline
of 30 days from when SDG&E receives a request for a
preliminary capacity assessment until it provides the
customer with the results. SDG&E should align its offering
with that of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and
Southern California Edison Company (SCE) to the extent
practicable, and shall articulate the rationale for any
divergence in its approach. SDG&E shall align the format
of its Advice Letter with SCE and PG&E to allow
comparing.

6. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) shall file, in this proceeding,
Rulemaking 24-01-018, and any successor proceedings, by January 15, 2029 a
report summarizing the costs, additional energy consumption enabled,
assessment of the Standard Offer Static Flexible Service Connection’s cost
efficiency, and a quantitative assessment of the effect the Standard Offer has had
upon its revenue requirement. This is consistent with Decision 26-02-025
Ordering Paragraph 4.

7. San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) shall report on Standard
Offer Flexible Service Connections data, as listed in Appendix F to this decision.
SDG&E shall additionally work with Energy Division to identify the appropriate

date fields, consistent with those that Southern California Edison Company and
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company are reporting, and propose their reporting as
part of the SDG&E Standard Offer Advice Letter. This is consistent with Decision
26-02-025 Ordering Paragraph 5. This data shall be reported through the
biannual reports that the Commission directed in Decision 24-09-020, starting
with the first reporting deadline after the disposition of SDG&E’s Standard Offer
Advice Letter.

8. Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (SDG&E) shall develop Variable Operating Envelope offerings based
off Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E) Flex Connect offering. SCE shall
develop an offering that aligns with PG&E’s Flex Connect, and SDG&E shall
initially develop a proof-of-concept. Within 180 days of the issuance of this
decision, SCE and SDG&E shall hold a joint preview workshop to present their
initial proposals for this offering and receive input from stakeholders. SCE and
SDG&E shall additionally provide quarterly updates to Energy Division staff,
starting 45 days after issuance of this decision until the disposition of their Flex
Connect Advice Letters. SCE shall file a Tier 2 Advice Letter and SDG&E shall
file a Tier 3 Advice Letter to propose their Variable Operating Envelope offering
within one year of the issuance of this decision (Flex Connect Advice Letters).
The Flex Connect Advice Letters must include the following;:

(@) SCE’s AL shall align with PG&E’s Flex Connect
implementation including both a Flex Connect Form
Agreement and providing descriptive detail at a level
equivalent to PG&E's Flex Connect informational report.
SCE shall articulate any divergence between its Flex
Connect offering and PG&E’s and describe the factors that
require divergence. SDG&E’s AL shall provide an
implementation plan for a proof-of-concept Variable
Operating Envelope that shall include no less than two
sites and provide telemetry by June 1, 2028. SDG&E shall
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additionally detail its plan to provide a Variable Operating
Envelope offering consistent with PG&E’s Flex Connect as
a formalized offering, beyond the proof-of-concept sites, by
June 1, 2029.

9. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) must establish
consistent interoperability testing and certification procedures to avoid
redundant vendor qualification processes. The IOUs shall hold a joint workshop
on this topic within 90 days of the issuance of this decision and follow the
workshop guidelines in Appendix E to this decision. The IOUs shall serve a
notice to the service list of this proceeding within 180 days of the issuance of this
decision to confirm compliance with this requirement.

10. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall leverage PG&E’s Flex Connect Op
Flex Report and Customer-Owned Telemetry Procedure, including the
Emergency Mitigations Abnormal Grid Switching provisions, to establish
processes to respond to emerging grid events. The IOUs shall each serve a notice
to the service list of this proceeding within 180 days of the issuance of this
decision to confirm compliance with this requirement.

11. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall each file a Tier
3 Advice Letter (AL) to implement persistent non-bridging solutions (Persistent
Non-Bridging AL) within 90 days of the disposition of each IOU’s respective
High Distributed Energy Resources Flexible Service Connection Implementation
AL. The IOUs must each include the following in their Persistent Non-Bridging
AlLs:
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(@) Tariffed form agreement implementing the non-bridging
standard offer, which shall specify a “safe harbor” for load
controlled by a UL 3141 PCS, meaning a system certified to
UL 3141 shall be deemed sufficient for load control,
consistent with direction established in Decision 26-02-025
for the bridging standard offer.

(b)  Description of any caps on participation for the non-
bridging standard offer.

(c) Plan to scale the non-bridging standard offer to a larger
number of customers following evaluation.

(d) Implementation plan to allow customers to transition
between current bridging solutions to an equivalent
persistent non-bridging offer.

12. Pacific Gas and Electric Company must file a Tier 2 Advice Letter (AL) to
formalize its Flex Connect offering in tariff and expand its current non-bridging
generation option to load customers (PG&E Flex Connect AL). PG&E must file
this AL within 120 days of the issuance of this decision. PG&E’s AL must reflect
feedback from stakeholders and Energy Division staff. The PG&E Flex Connect
AL must:

(a) Formalize the Flex Connect offering by establishing a
standard form agreement along with refined program
process and criteria. PG&E must provide an explanation
for any areas where proposed process, criteria, or customer
outreach processes diverge from those documented in its
Flex Connect informational report.

(b) Formalize a non-bridging load Flex Connect offering by
establishing a standard form agreement along with refined
program process and criteria. PG&E must include an
explanation for any areas where proposed non-bridging
processes, criteria, or customer outreach processes diverge
from those documented for generation customers within
its Flex Connect informational filing.
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13. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall serve an informational
report to the Commission’s Energy Division and the service list of this
proceeding on its Flex Connect program within 90 days after of the issuance of
this decision. The informational report shall include at minimum the topics listed
in Appendix A. PG&E shall also serve a Grid Edge Distributed Energy Resource
Management System Informational Report to the Commission’s Energy Division
and the service list of this proceeding on ChargeBoost and PanelBoost within
nine months of the issuance of this decision. The informational report will
include at minimum the topics listed in Appendix A.

14. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall jointly host a
workshop or workshops to discuss outstanding policy topics related to durable
non-bridging solutions within one year of the issuance of this decision. The IOUs
shall develop a workshop report within 60 days of the workshop(s) and serve the
report on the service lists for the following rulemakings: this proceeding
[Rulemaking (R.)21-06-017]; Energization Rulemaking (R.) 24-01-018,
Transportation Electrification Policy and Infrastructure (R.23-12-008),
Interconnection (R.25-08-004), Advanced Rate Design (R.26-04-009), and Demand
Response (R.25-09-004). The IOUs must solicit participation from stakeholders,
coordinate with Energy Division on the agenda for the workshop, and follow the
workshop process requirements in Appendix E. The workshop report must
address all of the topics covered in the workshop, summarize stakeholder
feedback and presentations provided at the workshop(s), and include
recommendations for IOU implementation of durable non-bridging solutions
based on the workshop discussion. The topics covered in this workshop, or

workshops, shall at minimum include the following;:
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(@) Methodologies that could be used to generate the scope
and cost of a wires baseline;

(b) Methodologies that could be used to determine the
equivalent upgrade cost or allowance amount;

(c) Methodologies that could identify the technical means
needed to assure operational performance;

(d) Methodologies to quantify reliability impacts;
(e) Rules governing recovery of prudently incurred IOU costs;

(f) Duration and terms and conditions of the durable non-
bridging arrangement;

(g) Any appropriate cost offsets or in-kind contribution for
participants that ensure cost-effectiveness for ratepayers;

(h)  Any appropriate portion of the upgrade cost or allowance
amount that could support cost offsets or in-kind
contributions; and

(i) Methodologies and data collection necessary to verify net
ratepayer savings.

15. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) shall host a workshop to discuss
results from its ChargeBoost and PanelBoost pilots within 10 months of the
issuance of this decision (1st Grid Edge DERMS Workshop). PG&E shall at
minimum present pilot performance results, implementation costs, customer-
device requirements, and avoided-upgrade value. PG&E shall follow the
workshop guidelines in Appendix E.

16. Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric
Company (SDG&E) shall jointly host a workshop to discuss their draft proposals
for Grid Edge DERMS pilots modeled off Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s
ChargeBoost and PanelBoost pilots (2nd Grid Edge DERMS Workshop). SCE and
SDG&E shall at minimum address the following related to their draft proposals:

technical basis, required infrastructure, costs, and timeline for their proposed
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implementations. SCE and SDG&E shall follow the workshop guidelines in
Appendix E.

17. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company shall each file a Tier 3
Advice Letter (AL) with their Grid Edge DERMS proposals (Grid Edge DERMS
ALs). PG&E shall include a proposal to scale its current ChargeBoost and
PanelBoost pilots within 13 months of the issuance of this decision. SCE and
SDG&E shall file proposals for scaled implementations of Grid Edge DERMS
offerings based on PG&E’s ChargeBoost and PanelBoost pilots within 15 months
of the issuance of this decision. The Grid Edge DERMS ALs shall include the
following:

(@) IOUs shall propose clear, technology neutral criteria for
equipment eligibility. IOUs shall describe the solution’s
architecture and identify which components of the
architecture (e.g., metering, communications, control logic)
are proprietary and which are built on open standards.

(b) IOUs shall describe what role third parties potentially can
play to provide functionally equivalent Grid Edge DERMS
services if at a lower cost and with greater implementation
efficiencies.

(c) IOUs shall each identify and document the secondary
equipment categories and costs that the IOU typically uses
for electrifying customers.

(d) IOUs shall each identify the typical equipment categories
and costs customers incur when electrifying.

(e) IOUs shall each provide a methodology for identifying,
quantifying, tracking and reporting the avoided secondary
utility costs resulting from implementation of the Grid
Edge DERMs program, the costs of implementing the
program and the net ratepayer benefits.
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(f) 1OUs shall each provide a method of estimating potential
costs and savings for prospective customers as part of the
program materials for customers. Each IOU shall provide a
method for tracking participating customer savings.

(g) 1OUs shall each provide an implementation schedule with
stage-gates or other milestones that derisk the approach
prior to scaling the solution.

(h) IOUs shall propose consistent data reporting across all
three IOUs’ Grid Edge DERMS pilots.

(i) SCE and SDG&E shall explain any differences from the
ChargeBoost and PanelBoost structure.

(j) PG&E shall disclose initial pilot results, reflect stakeholder
feedback from the Grid Edge DERMS workshop, propose
how it plans to scale Grid Edge DERMS through
PanelBoost and ChargeBoost, and discuss whether
ChargeBoost and PanelBoost Grid Edge DERMS should
become flex connect prioritized for evaluation for
residential customers and small commercial customers.

18. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall jointly host, in
coordination with Energy Division staff, a workshop focused on discussing
reasonable guardrails regarding customer choice and competition within 90 days
of the issuance of this decision. The IOUs shall record the workshop, provide the
recording to Energy Division staff to post on the High DER/Distribution
Planning webpage on the Commission website, and serve the service list of this
rulemaking with the link to the webpage where the recording can be found.

19. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall jointly host
two workshops and develop a workshop report prior to filing a joint Tier 2
Advice Letter (AL) to implement cybersecurity requirements based on the Smart

Inverter Operationalization Working Group Cybersecurity Subgroup (SIO-CS)
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Recommendations (Joint Cybersecurity AL). The IOUs shall jointly host the first
cybersecurity workshop within 180 days of the issuance of this decision. The
IOUs must develop and serve to the service list of this proceeding a workshop
report within 60 days of the first cybersecurity workshop and solicit informal
stakeholder comments due 35 days after the workshop report is served. The
IOUs shall host a second cybersecurity workshop 60 days after the workshop
report is served to discuss feedback from stakeholders that shall inform the Joint
Cybersecurity AL. Each workshop must follow the guidelines in Appendix E.
The IOUs shall file the Joint Cybersecurity AL within 60 days of the second
cybersecurity workshop. The joint AL must include justification for any
deviations from the SIO-CS recommendations in their internal practices. In any
justification for a deviation, the IOUs shall address how the deviation will
support improved security, interoperability, or reliability, how it aligns with
California’s evolving grid modernization objectives, and how it avoids being
overly restrictive to customers and third parties.

20. Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company,
and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (together, the IOUs) shall track and
report the standardized set of metrics for all Flexible Service Connection types as
set forth in Appendix D and shall report this data as part of each utility’s Grid
Needs Assessment/Distribution Upgrade Project Report. The IOUs will begin to
track this information within 90 days of the issuance of this decision.

21. All rulings issued by the assigned Commissioner or ALJ are affirmed and
all motions not ruled upon in this proceeding are deemed denied.

22. Rulemaking 21-06-017 is closed.

This order is effective today.

Dated , at Sacramento, California.
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Appendix A: Requirements for HDER FSC Implementation AL and IOU
Informational Reports

HDER FSC Implementation AL Requirements:

(a) Eligibility Criteria: A consistent eligibility proposal across IOUs that
sets forth criteria and a process governing customer notification of
flexible connection options, even absent an expressed interest. These
eligibility criteria shall include metrics to narrow the scope of the
requirement. The proposed eligibility criteria shall meet the following
standards:

(i) Each criterion is objective and can be applied using information
available to the IOU at the conclusion of the Engineering and Design
steps;

(ii) Each criterion is tied to an identified engineering, operations, or
cost reason why a flexible connection could not reasonably defer or
avoid an upgrade;

(iii) The criteria are consistent across the IOUs, or the AL explains
with specificity the system difference that justifies divergence;

(iv) No customer is excluded solely by customer class or size
without a showing that customers of that class or size lack a realistic
opportunity to defer or avoid an upgrade; and

(v) The IOU will record, for each customer screened out, the
criterion applied.

(b) Evaluation Process: The process to evaluate customer projects for
flexible service. The process should include presentation of the
appropriate flexible connection option to the customer during the
Engineering and Design step of the Energization process, at the same
time as the convention upgrade option and costs are presented. The

conventional energization process should proceed without delay until
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and unless the customer elects a flexible connection offering. The time
taken by the customer to elect either a conventional or flexible
connection shall not be counted against the IOU steps’ time for the
purposes of timekeeping directed in Decision 24-09-020.

(c) Documentation Process: The process to document whether the IOU
offered a flexible service option to the customer, whether the customer
took service under a flexible service option, and if so what the details
of the arrangement are. This process should include tracking of how
and when the evaluation occurs.

(d) Customer Communication Process: The process to communicate to
customers about the available flexible service options. This process
should include changing the application forms to include information
on the benefits of flexible connections, allowing a customer to indicate
their interest in flexible connections, and providing customers
information to facilitate decision making. This includes upgrade
schedule, expected curtailment, customer equipment needed, and basic
time ranges, all provided in sufficient detail.

(e) Limited Power Evaluation: Include the workflow, customer
communications, and transparent risk-based criteria the IOUs will use
to evaluate Limited Power as a mitigation for distribution transformer
and secondary conductor capacity constraints.

(f) Data Tracking for dynamic rates and flexible connections: Address
how the IOUs will meet the minimum data tracking requirements
related to flexible connections and dynamic rates, including the
following:

o Customer type and representative load curve.
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o Flexible connection offering/program.
o Size of customer service (Amps).
o Location of customer (feeder).

o Whether customer has elected enrollment in a
dynamic rate or not. If so:

»  Which dynamic rate,

» Realized bill impacts relative to a customer’s
previous rate,

» Evaluation of customer response,
= Export compensation impacts (if applicable),
* Automation use,

* Whether customer is served by the IOU or
CCA, and which CCA.

o To the extent feasible for customers enrolled in a
dynamic rate, whether observed load reductions are
attributable to the operating envelope requirement,
the dynamic price signal or both.

Minimum Requirements for PG&E’s Flex Connect Informational Report:

a.

Narrative overview of program, including purpose, goals, history,
challenges, successes, lessons learned, and opportunities for
improvement.

Overview of number of customers enrolled, types of customers, size of
load request .

Incremental early revenue realized through speed to power benefits.
The eligibility of solar PV behind-the meter sites.

Customer eligibility criteria.

Constraint types and locations.
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h. Capacity allocation among multiple customers behind the same
constraint.

i. Program evaluation metrics utilized.

j- Existing Scaling and roll-out plans.

k. Any modifications to the energization process due to Flex Connect.

. Customer data sharing, tracking and reporting.

m. Flex Connect queue management.

n. Flex Connect curtailment studies, costs, timelines, and cost
responsibilities.

o. Flex Connect cost responsibilities (descriptive), customer costs
(quantitative), and utility costs (quantitative).

q. Timelines for bridging participants to receive full requested service.

s. Flex Connect DERMS capabilities.

t. Flex Connect firm capacity guarantee.

u. Flex Connect firm capacity granularity (time, power).

v. Any implications for PG&E’s project planning, based on Flex Connect
participation.

w. Update on both automated and manual capacity restoration processes and

average times for capacity restoration under both methods.

Minimum Requirements for PG&E’s Grid Edge DERMS Informational
Report:

For each program offering — ChargeBoost and PanelBoost — provide the
following information:

A. Program Overview and History
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Narrative overview of the program, including its purpose, goals, history,
challenges, successes, lessons learned, and opportunities for improvement.

Program planning implications, including how experience to date informs
future program design and implementation.

B. Customer Eligibility, Acquisition, and Enrollment

Customer eligibility criteria.

Customer acquisition methods, including communication materials used
to inform prospective customers about the program and its potential benefits.

Customer acquisition outcomes, including success rates.

Application and enrollment process.

Total number of program participants.

C. Program Implementation and Operations

Program implementation timelines, including relevant milestones.

Curtailment studies conducted or planned, including their purpose,
methodology, and findings.

Total energy accessed through the program.

Customer data sharing, tracking, and reporting practices.

D. Grid Edge DERMS Capabilities and Technologies

Grid Edge DERMS capabilities and technologies deployed, identifying
which equipment and technologies are utility-owned and which are customer-
owned.

Metrics used to evaluate program performance and outcomes.

E. Program Costs and Cost Responsibilities

Description of utility and customer cost responsibilities, including which

parties are responsible for specific costs.
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Quantitative accounting of utility costs incurred in planning,
implementing, operating, and administering the program.

Quantitative accounting of customer costs incurred in participating in the
program, including relevant equipment, installation, and other associated costs.

F. Business-as-Usual Secondary Equipment and Costs

Equipment categories and associated costs typically incurred by the utility
under business-as-usual circumstances to electrify customers connected to the
secondary grid.

Equipment categories and associated costs typically incurred by customers
connected to the secondary grid when electrifying under business-as-usual
circumstances.

G. Avoided Costs and Net Ratepayer Benefits

Methodology for identifying, quantifying, tracking, and reporting the
secondary utility costs avoided through implementation of ChargeBoost and
PanelBoost.

Methodology for identifying, quantifying, tracking, and reporting program
implementation costs and calculating the net ratepayer benefits resulting from
avoided secondary utility costs.

H. Customer Costs, Savings, and Benefits

Methodology for estimating potential costs and savings for prospective
customers.

Actual or estimated costs and savings for enrolled customers, including
the assumptions and methods used to develop estimates.

I. Scaling and Future Deployment
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Existing plans for scaling and rolling out each program, including
anticipated timelines, implementation considerations, and relevant planning

implications.
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Appendix B: Definitions for Rule 2 Terms
Connected load:4° connected load is the sum of the rated capacities of all of the
Customer's electric utilization equipment that is served through one metering
point and that may be operated at the same time.
Demand Load:3% The portion of the connected load estimated to operate
simultaneously, expressed in kW or kVA, and which imposes increased demand
on the utility distribution system.
Load Determination Process:30! The formal engineering process used to estimate
a customer’s expected electrical demand on the utility system for the purpose of
planning, designing, and sizing distribution facilities.

Metered Demand: 302 The existing electrical demand for the customer.

49 PG&E Rule 2 at sheet 20: “Connected Load is the sum of the rated capacities of all of the
Customer's electric utilization equipment that is served through one metering point and that
may be operated at the same time.”

500 Joint Standard Offer AL at 5.
501 Joint Standard Offer AL at 5.

502 SCE January 16, 2026 Comments upon the PD establishing a Standard Offer at 14: “Metered
demand refers to the existing electrical demand for the customer.”
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Appendix C: Modifications to Rule 2
Rule 2 Connected Load Section (underline and strikeeut reflect changes
from D.26-02-025 Appendix D):

Where a customer has a portion of their electric utilization equipment
installed within a power control system (PCS) that is certified to the UL 3141
standard and whose power import limit (PIL) functionality has been verified
through a Nationally Recognized Testing Laboratory (NRTL) evaluation, the PIL
references the point of common coupling, and the PCS limits power import at the

point of common coupling inte-the-faeility such that it will not exceed the lesser

of eennecteddoad the demand load of the remaining electric utilization

equipment or the rated capacity of the service conductor, that is known as

controlled load. Controlled load shall not be included in the load determination

process computation of demand load-eennectedload-or- metered-demand.
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Appendix D: Data To Be Reported Within The GNA/DUPR

System Data

a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

f.

Number of customers for all FSC types
Reductions in energization timelines

Total Capacity enabled

Total gross upgrade costs deferred or avoided
Total gross costs Incurred

Compliance with operating limits and reliability of systems

Data for each FSC

©w e s o

o g FT e

Qo

FSC status (offered, agreement signed, ongoing, concluded, cancelled)
Whether or not customer requested a preliminary capacity assessment
FSC agreement signed date

FSC implemented date

Customer Load Connected (kW)

What grid component led to the capacity constraint

What amount of headroom was on the constrained grid component prior
to the FSC

Description of Firm limits

PCS installed (Y/N)

Customer type

Customer application size (kW)

Feeder ID

. FSC offering program

Expected end date of FSC

Whether the baseline upgrade was ultimately avoided, deferred, resized,
or constructed

Capital investment avoided or deferred through FSC

Incremental IOU costs of evaluating, implementing, monitoring, and
administering the FSC

Customer equipment, installation, and third-party costs incurred by
Customer

Customer equipment, installation, and third-party costs incurred by IOU
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t. Customer’s actual hourly consumption

u. VOE only: Capacity and hourly energy available under the applicable
operating envelope

Energization ID

w. Known Load Tracking ID

<
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Appendix E: Requirements for Utility-Hosted Workshops

1. Workshops shall be recorded and the public recording shall be published
on the Commission’s YouTube channel

2. Public Notice of workshop(s) must be served to the relevant service lists at
least 4 weeks prior to the workshop date

3. Materials, such as agendas and slide decks, for each workshop must be
served to the service list of this proceeding and any successor proceeding
at latest one week before the workshop date.

4. The IOUs shall share the draft agenda and other presentation materials
with the Energy Division ahead of each workshop and request approval by
Energy Division.

5. The IOUs shall consult with the Energy Division on whether workshops
shall be in-person, hybrid, or remote. Energy Division may direct which
workshops are in-person, hybrid or remote.
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Appendix F: SDG&E Standard Offer Advice Letter Requirements

SDG&E must include the following in its Standard Offer AL, consistent with the
direction the Commission provided PG&E and SCE in Decision 26-02-025:

Customer Application Language: Provide updated customer
application documents and sample informative language.

Ideal Candidate Characteristics: Identify the characteristics that cause a
customer to be an ideal candidate for the Standard Offer. SDG&E shall
clarify that it will provide a customer with a Standard Offer upon the
determination that there exists a Load Limit Profile whose operation
will result in a benefit to both the customer and the ratepayers, and that
a customer will be able to safely operate under the required framework.
Underground Limitation: List which, if any, underground components
have been identified as a disqualifying factor for the Standard Offer.
Include a narrative explaining the rationale under which each identified
underground component is being identified as a disqualifying factor.
Seasons and Daily Values: Identify the start and end dates for a
minimum of three standard seasons. SDG&E must offer a minimum of
two daily values for each season, and recognize that they may provide
a Load Limit Profile with a lower or higher number of values on a case-
by-case basis.

Criteria for Two Applications: Provide transparent and consistent
criteria for establishing a window of time in which two applications
were received to consider sharing capacity.

PV Consideration: Incorporate the output of photovoltaics for
customers without onsite storage into their engineering evaluation and

describe this process. SDG&E should continue working toward offering
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a single, streamlined process to customers requesting both load and
generation.

Capacity Review: Description of SDG&E'’s process for requesting an ad-
hoc capacity review and an annual capacity review.

Process to Compute Customer Load: Provide a description of the
process used to compute customer load. If there are differences in
process or terminology, the description shall articulate those differences
and the rationale that supports divergence from SCE and PG&E.
Equipment Ratings: Explain how it determines the normal and
emergency ratings, the duration of the emergency ratings, and must
include its normal and emergency rating standards for relevant

equipment.

Minimum Data Fields to be Tracked for SDG&E’s Standard Offer, consistent with
D.26-02-025 Appendix C:

FSC status (offered, agreement signed, ongoing, concluded, cancelled)
Whether or not customer requested a preliminary capacity assessment
FSC agreement signed date

FSC implemented date

Customer load connected (kW)

What grid component led to the capacity constraint

What amount of headroom was on the constrained grid component
prior to the FSC

FSC agreement signed date

FSC customer connected date (if not already energized)

Description of Limited Load Profile by season or by specified dates

e PCSinstalled (yes/no)



