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Date of Hearing: June 3, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON UTILITIES AND ENERGY
Cottie Petrie-Norris, Chair
AB 825 (Petrie-Norris) — As Amended June 2, 2025

SUBJECT: Energy: electricity

SUMMARY:: Proposes a range of policies affecting electrical corporations, specifically
measures to address rising utility bills, including a prohibition on allowing electrical corporations
to include $15 billion in undergrounding capital investments in their rate base for purposes of
earning equity returns; establishing a public financing mechanism to reduce costs associated with
the development of eligible transmission projects; establishing a task force to review various
customer demand side management programs; creating a local permitting program to provide
incentives and a pool of experts to aide local agencies in siting clean energy projects; and
revising wildfire mitigation planning.

Specifically, this bill:

1) Relevant to underground infrastructure coordination:
a. Requires the California Underground Facilities Safe Excavation Board
(“Underground Safety Board”) to set standard timelines and procedures, by
December 31, 2026, for how excavators share planning and design information of
electrical undergrounding projects with operators of subsurface infrastructure in
the area to be dug.

b. Requires the regional notification centers to facilitate the information exchange
between the excavators and operators.

c. Specifies the notifications are required if the excavator is submitting a volume of
concurrent notifications in excess of the capacity of the operators in the area to
complete their responsibilities to locate and mark their subsurface infrastructure
within the minimum legal excavation start date and time.

d. Prohibits the Underground Safety Board from adopting regulations that restrict
the ability of the excavators to submit notifications, including emergency
notifications, under standard timelines.

e. Requires regional notification centers to notify California Native American tribes,
upon request, of proposed excavations related to electrical undergrounding
projects within the geographic area with which the tribe is traditionally and
culturally affiliated.

f. Requires the Underground Safety Board to report to the Legislature on developing
a website for facilitating these communication efforts.

2) Relevant to public financing for transmission projects:
a. Creates the Public Transmission Financing Fund, and directs the California
Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (I-Bank) to administer the Public
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Transmission Financing Program to use monies in the fund to provide financial
assistance for eligible transmission projects.

b. Defines “eligible transmission project” for the purposes of public financing as a:

I. “competitive transmission project” — a new transmission line located, at
least in part in the state and identified by the California Independent
System Operator (CAISO) in its transmission planning process as a project
subject to competitive bidding;

Il. “merchant transmission project” — a transmission project where the costs
are not eligible for recovery through the CAISO transmission access
charge; or

iii. “utility transmission project” — a transmission project where an electrical
corporation (I0U) or local publicly owned electric utility (POU) has the
primary responsibility for construction and ownership.

c. Requires eligible entities — called “participating parties” in this measure — to
either apply for financing from I-Bank in conjunction with a governmental
sponsor or be itself a public owner of any portion of a new transmission project —
called “public transmission sponsors” in this measure. Public transmission
sponsors may include state agencies (including the Department of Water
Resources), the California Consumer Power and Conservation Financing
Authority (CPA), local public agencies, tribal organizations, or joint powers
authorities. Additionally, reauthorizes the CPA, removes its $5 billion bond limit,
and removes restrictions on approving new programs after 2007.

d. Authorizes I-Bank to provide financial assistance under the Program to any public
transmission sponsor or participating party so long as the project is owned or
financed, in whole or in part, by a public transmission sponsor.

e. Prohibits I-Bank from financing an eligible transmission project unless the 10U or
POU has selected their employees for the construction of the project; the public
transmission sponsor has selected only a prime contractor who has served as such
for at least two transmission projects in the state during the prior 10 years; or the
IOU, POU, or public transmission sponsor has only selected a contractor who has
frequently performed electrical transmission infrastructure maintenance work for
an 10U during the prior 10 years. Additionally prohibits the I-Bank from
financing any project unless it complies with the California Public Utilities
Commission’s (CPUC) General Order 95.

f.  Requires public transmission sponsors that participate in the Program to
participate in the Wildfire Fund, as specified, and submit wildfire mitigation plans
to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety.

g. Requires IOUs, as part of the CPUC evaluation of the necessity for a proposed
transmission project, to identify any public transmission sponsors that can provide
public financing and assume a minority ownership interest in the project; and
evaluate the ratepayer savings from the partnership with a public transmission
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sponsor. The ratepayer savings calculation shall be standardized in a CPUC
proceeding.

h. Requires the CPUC to direct an IOU to partner with a public transmission partner
to finance a proposed transmission project if the sponsor is available and the
ratepayer savings is material.

3) Relevant to local permitting support for clean energy:

a. Establishes the Permitting Local Assistance for Clean Energy (PLACE) Program
at the California Energy Commission (CEC), to include a central pool of subject
matter experts on project siting and permitting available to local permitting
authorities upon request; matching funds available to local permitting authorities
that participate in the PLACE program to supplement the permitting costs that
would otherwise be paid entirely by the project applicant; and awards to local
permitting authorities for each 100 megawatts generated by participating projects
that meet permitting timelines established by the CEC.

b. Establishes the PLACE Fund in the State Treasury to support the Program, upon
appropriation. Specifies that monies made available as part of the Clean Energy
Reliability Investment Plan — pursuant to SB 846 (Dodd, Chapter 239, Statutes of
2022) — may be deposited into the fund.

4) Relevant to statewide demand side management program review:
a. Establishes a statewide demand side management (DSM) task force within the
CEC made up of seven members, one each from the CEC, CPUC, the Department
of Community Services and Development, the California Air Resources Board,
the California Alternative Energy and Advanced Transportation Financing
Authority, and ex-officio members from the Assembly and Senate.

b. Requires the task force to meet monthly, starting no later than January 31, 2026,
to identify all energy efficiency and demand response programs deployed
throughout the state (including IOU and POU programs); evaluate each program,
as specified; identify whether each program individually advances specified goals
or metrics, or duplicates other programs; establish simple rules for DSM project
investment; recommend by July 31, 2026, consolidation or closure of programs
that do not meet specified goals or metrics; consult with various entities in
developing their recommendations; and submit a report to the Legislature by
December 31, 2027 on its findings and recommendations.

c. Requires agencies or program administrators to consolidate or close programs
recommended by the task force by January 1, 2027, after a period of public
comment and appeal.

d. Declares the provisions of the bill place no limitation on the authority of POUs or
community choice aggregators to set rates and establish programs.

e. Requires the CPUC to implement the recommendations of the task force when
determining the availability of cost-effective, reliable, and feasible DSM
resources for the purposes of IOU resource procurement.
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5) Relevant to IOU financing for undergrounding projects:

a. Authorizes electric I10Us to finance undergrounding costs through a fixed charge
on customers' electric utility bills, also known as “securitization;” and sunsets this
authorization in ten years.

b. Prohibits IOUs from including in their equity rate base their share of the first $15
billion expended in aggregate on undergrounding projects.

6) Relevant to IOU wildfire mitigation plans (WMPs):

a. Requires actions related to wildfire mitigation by IOUs to take into account the
time required to implement proposed mitigations and the amount of risk reduced
for the cost and risk remaining.

b. Requires each I0OU to submit a WMP to the Office of Energy Infrastructure
Safety (Energy Safety) for review at least once every four years (instead of every
three years).

c. Requires I0Us, by January 1, 2026, to submit preliminary WMPs to Energy
Safety at the earliest date of one year before its GRC filing or concurrent with its
Risk Assessment Mitigation Phase application filing.

d. Requires I0Us to include, as part of a list that identifies and prioritizes all wildfire
risk in the WMP, particular risks associated with the speed with which mitigation
measures can be deployed, and a value of cost-per avoided ignition for each risk.

e. Repeals various references to the Wildfire Safety Division.

EXISTING LAW:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Establishes and vests the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) with regulatory
authority over public utilities, including electric IOUs. Authorizes the CPUC to fix the
rates and charges for every public utility and requires that those rates and charges be just
and reasonable. (Article XII of the California Constitution and Public Utilities Code §
451)

Authorizes the CPUC to supervise and regulate every public utility in the state and do all
things, whether specifically designated in this part or in addition thereto, which are
necessary and convenient in the exercise of such power and jurisdiction. (Public Utilities
Code § 701)

Establishes the CEC, and requires the CEC to assess trends in energy consumption and
analyze the social, economic, and environmental consequences of trends. (Public
Resources Code § 25200 et seq.)

Establishes Energy Safety within the Natural Resources Agency which, as of July 1,
2021, subsumed the Wildfire Safety Division (WSD) responsibilities at the CPUC,
including to review the WMPs of 10Us. (Government Code 88 15740 et seq. and
15475.6, Public Utilities Code §8 326 and 8385)
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Establishes the Underground Safety Board within Energy Safety to coordinate education
and outreach activities that encourage safe excavation practices, along with developing
standards and investigating violations, as specified. (Government Code 8§ 4216.12)

Authorizes the California Consumer Power and Conservation Financing Authority (CPA)
to establish, finance, purchase, lease, own, operate, or construct generating facilities and
other energy-related projects to supplement California's power supply. (Public Utilities
Code § 3310)

Establishes the California Independent System Operator as a nonprofit, public benefit
corporation to manage the transmission grid and related energy markets, as provided.
(Public Utilities Code § 345 et seq.)

Establishes the policy (100% Clean Energy Policy, or SB 100 Policy) of the state that
eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 90% of all retail
sales of electricity to California end-use customers by December 31, 2035, 95% of all
retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers by December 31, 2040, 100% of
all retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers by December 31, 2045, and
100% of electricity procured to serve all state agencies by December 31, 2035. (Public
Utilities Code § 454.53)

Permits the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to allow for the recovery of
costs and expenses arising from a covered wildfire occurring after January 1, 2019, if the
CPUC finds the costs and expenses just and reasonable. Establishes a standard of
reasonable conduct of an IOU, for purposes of cost recovery, based on whether a
reasonable utility would have undertaken the action in good faith under similar
circumstances. Specifies the IOU bears the burden to demonstrate that its conduct was
reasonable, unless it has a valid safety certificate; at which point, the IOU’s conduct is
deemed reasonable unless a third party creates serious doubt as to the reasonableness of
the IOU’s conduct. (Public Utilities Code § 451.1)

10) Authorizes an 10U to request the CPUC issue a financing order to authorize the recovery,

through securitization, of costs and expenses related to a catastrophic wildfire (with an
ignition date in 2017 or after January 1, 2019) or undercollection amounts accrued in
2020. (Public Utilities Code § 850)

11) Authorizes an 10U to request securitization to finance its share of the first $5 billion of

approved wildfire mitigation capital expenditures and the debt financing costs of those
expenditures. Prohibits the CPUC from allowing the large IOUs to earn a return on equity
on the mandated fire risk mitigation capital expenditures. (Public Utilities Code § 8386.3)

12) Requires the CPUC to create an expedited program for undergrounding utility

distribution infrastructure to reduce wildfire risk. Only large electrical corporations can
participate. To join, a utility must submit a detailed 10-year undergrounding plan to the
Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety (Energy Safety), prioritizing projects in high fire-
risk areas and justifying undergrounding over other mitigation methods. If Energy Safety
approves the plan, the IOU must then seek the CPUC’s conditional approval of the plan’s
costs and targets. Once approved, the utility must regularly report progress, hire an
independent monitor to oversee compliance, and apply for external funding to offset costs
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to ratepayers. The office and CPUC have the authority to require corrections or impose
penalties if the utility fails to meet its plan objectives. (Public Utilities Code § 8388.5)

13) Requires each 10U to annually prepare and submit to Energy Safety a WMP for review
and approval. Requires the WMP to include a description of preventative strategies and
programs to minimize the risk of catastrophic wildfire, including consideration of
dynamic climate change risk; a description of the metrics used to evaluate the plan’s
performance and underlying assumptions for the use of those metrics; and a list that
identifies, describes, and prioritizes all wildfire risks and drivers of those risks throughout
the IOU’s service territory. (Public Utilities Code § 8386)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown. This bill is keyed fiscal. An earlier version of this bill — which is
retained and expanded in the current measure — was estimated to cost approximately $330
million from Proposition 4, to establish and fund the transmission authority. Another bill (AB
745, Irwin), also included in this current measure, was estimated to cost the CPUC
approximately $586,000 annually.

CUSTOMER COST IMPACTS: This measure seeks to provide a suite of tools to reduce
overall cost to electric ratepayers. The full impact of these efforts is unknown to this committee.

BACKGROUND:

Ballooning Utility Costs. According to a recent report by the Legislative Analyst’s Office,
residential electricity rates in California are nearly twice the national average, largely due to high
charges by the state’s three major I0Us.! These rates have been rising quickly, outpacing both
inflation and rate growth in other states, and this upward trend is expected to continue.

While the exact contributions of each factor are hard to quantify, according to an analysis by the
Public Advocates Office, the primary drivers for these cost increases arise from wildfire
mitigation work, transmission and distribution investments, and rooftop solar incentives.? A 2023
report by the State Auditor had similar findings.® Wildfire costs, including insurance, was noted
as a key factor in increased utility expenses. Decreasing electricity sales due to solar system
adoption was noted to have led to I0Us raising rates to recover fixed costs. Further, the 2023
audit found increases in 10U operating costs, which may be inclusive of these other categories,
as contributing to increased rates; specifically distribution costs for Pacific Gas & Electric
(PG&E), administrative costs for Southern California Edison (SCE), and higher property and
non-income taxes for San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E).* These factors tend to affect IOU
customers more than those served by POUs. Additionally, within a single utility, residential rates
can vary significantly due to subsidies for low-income households and rooftop solar users; costs
that are passed on to other ratepayers.

! Helen Kerstein, Legislative Analyst’s Office; Assessing California’s Climate Policies — Residential Electricity
Rates in California; January 2025; https://lao.ca.gov/reports/2025/4950/Residential-Electricity-Rates-010725.pdf
2 Slide 6, PAO slidedeck “Q4 2023 Electric Rates Report;” January 19, 2024;
https://www.publicadvocates.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cal-advocates-website/files/press-room/reports-and-
analyses/240119-caladvocates-q4-2023-quarterly-rate-report.pdf

3 State Auditor, 2023; Ibid.

4 Pg. 1; State Auditor, 2023; lbid.
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Rising electricity rates place growing financial pressure on households, especially those with
lower incomes or those living in hotter parts of the state. These high costs also undermine
California’s climate goals by discouraging people from switching to electric vehicles and
appliances, slowing the transition away from fossil fuels.

Several emerging challenges could push rates even higher, including more aggressive GHG
targets, increased electricity demand, and escalating wildfire-related expenses. Higher rates
would add to the cost burden on Californians and make electrification — key to meeting the
state’s climate goals — more difficult. As a result, the Legislature faces tough decisions about
how to manage electricity rates while advancing affordability, resilience, and climate policy
objectives.

Wildfire Spending.® Over the last five years® $16 billion of wildfire mitigation costs have been
authorized to be collected from customers, in addition to approximately $11 billion for wildfire
insurance premiums and catastrophic event costs.” Collectively, these “wildfire-related” costs
resulted in over $5 billion per year over the last 5 years, when averaged amongst the three largest
I0Us.® These wildfire-related costs have amounted to roughly 18% of overall system costs® for
PG&E, 12% for SCE, and 9% for SDG&E,*° as of 2023 as shown in Figure 1. For residential
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wildfire-related capital expenses are anticipated to grow in time. Capital-related expenses, such
as installing covered conductor or undergrounding portions of a distribution system, have a

5 Much of this section is taken from the CPUC’s 2024 SB 695 Report (citation #30), starting on pg. 47; Figure 2 is
Figure 22 on pg. 53 of this CPUC 2024 SB 695 Report. https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2024/2024-sb-695-report.pdf

62019 to Q4 2023; pg. 49, CPUC; 2024 Senate Bill 695 Report; July 2024; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2024/2024-sb-695-report.pdf

" Pg. 50, Table 6; CPUC; 2024 Senate Bill 695 Report; July 2024; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/divisions/office-of-governmental-affairs-division/reports/2024/2024-sb-695-report.pdf

8 PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E

9 “system costs” means revenue requirement

10 Pg. 52; lbid.

1 Table 8, pg. 53; Ibid.
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larger cumulative impact on rates relative to operating expenses, as capital costs are recovered
over a much longer time horizon during which the IOUs also earn an authorized profit.

Ratepayers have been shielded from some of the cost impacts of these capital expenses due to
two provisions of AB 1054 (Holden, Chapter 79, Statutes of 2019): 1) the first $5 billion of
capital spending is excluded from earning a Return on Equity (i.e. shareholder profit); and 2) the
first $5 billion of capital spending may also be securitized through a CPUC financing order
rather than through more traditional unsecured bond offerings. The equity rate base exclusion of
#1 is estimated to save ratepayers as much as $2 billion over the life of those capital assets.'? The
securitization of #2 benefits ratepayers by allowing the I0Us to financing wildfire-related capital
projects with lower interest rates than would otherwise be available;® the overall anticipated
savings from this securitization is currently unknown by this Committee.

CPUC Response to Governor Executive Order N-5-24. On October 30, 2024, Governor Newsom
issued Executive Order N-5-24 to address California’s rising electricity costs and broader
affordability concerns.!* The order directed the CPUC and the CEC to conduct a comprehensive
review of all electric ratepayer-funded programs under their jurisdiction, identifying those that
drive up rates without delivering proportional benefits. It also calls for immediate action to
sunset or modify underperforming or underutilized programs and return unused funds to
ratepayers through bill credits. Additionally, the order instructs the CPUC and the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to propose improvements to the California Climate Credit, particularly
for low-income customers, and requires Energy Safety and the CPUC to recommend adjustments
to wildfire oversight processes to improve cost-effectiveness. All agencies were directed to
report their findings and proposed actions to the Governor by January 1, 2025.

In February, the CPUC’s response the EO N-5-24 was released.® The CPUC’s report noted three
areas as “opportunities to control costs and reduce electricity bills.” These included 1)
controlling the growth in utility spending; 2) find cost-sharing opportunities; and 3)
implementing equitable rates to recover wildfire, public purpose program, and fixed costs. The
report concluded with seven specific strategies:

1) All energy-related mandates should be assessed for overall cost-effectiveness;

2) Wildfire and emergency response costs should be paid for by non-ratepayer sources;
3) Integrate WMP strategies more fully into General Rate Case processes;

4) Refine Net Energy Metering;

5) Redistribute the Climate Credit volumetrically;

12 Finding of Fact 2 of each CPUC Financing Order states the estimated Net Present Value (NPV) savings of each
bond issuance authorized. D.20-11-007: $173 million; D.21-06-030: $633 million; D.21-10-025: $403 million;
D.22-08-004: $659 million; D.23- 02-023: $493 million; D.24-02-011: $465 million. The CPUC also approved
SDG&E AL 4078-E that demonstrated $84.3 million NPV savings.

13D.21-06-030 approved PG&E’s first AB 1054 financing order requesting $1.2 billion in AB 1054 CapEx, of
which bonds representing about $850 million were issued, D.22-08-004 approved its second AB 1054 financing
order totaling about $1.4 billion in AB 1054 CapEx, of which bonds representing about $975 million were issued;
and D.24-02-011 approved PG&E’s request to securitize the remaining $1.385 billion AB 1054 CapEx---the bonds
have not yet been issued at this time. D.20-11- 007, D.21-10-025 and D.23-02-023 approved SCE’s first, second and
third (final) AB 1054 financing orders totaling about $1.575 billion in AB 1054 CapEx of which bonds representing
the same amount of CapEx were issued. Recovery bond financing costs apply to all AB 1054 securitizations.

14 https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf

15 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/industries-and-topics/reports/cpuc-response-to-executive-order-n-
5-24.pdf
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Fund cost-shifting programs from non-ratepayer sources; and
Ensure programs benefitting all electric customers are supported by all customers,
including POU customers.

COMMENTS:

1) Author’s statement. According to the author, “California’s ambitious clean energy goals

2)

require that renewable and zero-carbon energy resources supply 100 percent of electric
retail sales to customers by 2045. In addition to needing to quadruple clean energy
capacity, improving our infrastructure to adapt to climate change as well as electrifying
all aspects of our economy will require an enormous expansion in new infrastructure.
Unfortunately, it is becoming increasingly likely that relying solely on the traditional
investor-owned utility financing and development model for deployment of this multi-
billion-dollar infrastructure portfolio will result in substantial increased costs to
ratepayers. AB 825 offers a handful of solutions to reduce electric costs and drive down
customer bills. These include preventing utilities from earning profits on the first $15
billion they spend on undergrounding power lines, setting up a public financing program
to help fund new transmission projects at lower cost, creating a task force to evaluate
energy efficiency and demand-side programs for customers, launching a new program to
help local governments permit clean energy projects with expert support and incentives,
and updating the state’s wildfire safety planning requirements.”

Public Transmission Financing. This legislation establishes the Public Transmission
Financing Fund within the State Treasury to finance critical transmission projects needed
to meet California’s clean energy goals, while helping to reduce or offset costs that would
otherwise be passed on to ratepayers. For administration purposes, the bill also creates
the Public Transmission Financing Program, administered by I-Bank to support the
financing of public partnerships of transmission projects. This measure provides that the
Program and the Fund would be available to a range of public sponsors including state
agencies, local public agencies, tribal organizations or joint powers authorities.

Securing low-cost financing for transmission projects often requires customized
approaches that account for diverse project risks and structures. Therefore, flexibility is
critical because transmission projects are typically large, complex, and capital-intensive,
with financing needs that may vary significantly depending on project size, ownership
structure, and development timeline. By authorizing the I-Bank to operate either
independently or in syndication with other lenders, AB 825 encourages co-investment
from private and public financing entities, broadening the pool of available capital and
helping to accelerate the development of transmission infrastructure beyond what state
resources alone could support.

This measure also proposes to expand the authority of the California Consumer Power
and Conservation Financing Authority (CPA). For background, CPA was originally
established in 2001 in response to the state’s energy crisis.® Its statutory mandate was to
ensure a reliable supply of electricity, promote energy efficiency, and facilitate the
development of clean, affordable power generation including to construct, own, and

16 Public Utilities Code § 3300 et seq
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operate electric power facilities, and finance energy conservation projects.*’ The CPA
was authorized to issue up to $5 billion in revenue bonds to finance new infrastructure,
including power plants and conservation programs, and to enter into public-private
partnerships to accelerate grid development.

However, as noted by the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) in multiple reports, the
CPA struggled to establish a strong operational role amidst its overlapping functions with
other agencies. By 2004, it had failed to develop or finance any major generation
facilities, largely due to unfavorable market conditions and the absence of long-term
power contracts. Its limited impact and overlapping functions ultimately led to its de
facto dissolution. As such, its statutory authority, including its bond issuance powers, was
formally repealed by SB 1222 (Hertzberg, Chapter 842, Statutes of 2016). This bill grants
new authority to the CPA beyond its original 2001 statute, which primarily focused on
developing power generation facilities rather than transmission infrastructure.

New provisions of this bill, since it was heard in this Committee on April 30", include
expansion of “eligible transmission projects” to include new transmission lines identified
by CAISO in its transmission planning process as a project subject to competitive
bidding; and a transmission project where the costs are not eligible for recovery through
the CAISO transmission access charge (i.e., “merchant” projects). Additionally this bill
now prohibits I-Bank from financing an eligible transmission project unless the 10U or
POU has selected their employees for the construction of the project; the public
transmission sponsor has selected only a prime contractor who has served as such for at
least two transmission projects in the state during the prior 10 years; or the IOU, POU, or
public transmission sponsor has only selected a contractor who has frequently performed
electrical transmission infrastructure maintenance work for an 10U during the prior 10
years. Additionally prohibits the I-Bank from financing any project unless it complies
with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) General Order 95.

3) 10U Undergrounding Programs. While undergrounding is the most effective way to
reduce wildfire risk, it is also the slowest, most expensive way to do so. According to the
Public Advocates Office, covered conductors generally take 1-2 years to install compared
to 3-4 years for undergrounding and is approximately one-third of the cost. They note, for
the cost of undergrounding 1 mile of power lines, a utility can protect almost 4 miles with
covered conductors.*® Covered conductor is also a proven mitigation, as it has been
installed on thousands of miles across California. The CPUC has noted construction
feasibility is a significant concern with PG&E’s 10,000-mile undergrounding plan,*® as
unknowns around the availability of material and labor place an unreasonably high level
of uncertainty around PG&E’s ability to execute its plans and realize efficiencies of scale
meant to drive down cost.?

17U.S. Energy Information Administration; “Subsequent Events California's Energy Crisis”;
https://www.eia.gov/electricity/policies/legislation/california/subsequentevents.html

18 Matt Baker, “Why we support the levels of undergrounding approved in PG&E’s General Rate Case;” November
17, 2023; https://www.publicadvocates.cpuc.ca.gov/press-room/commentary/231117-undergrounding-pge-grc

19 https://www.pge.com/content/dam/pge/docs/outages-and-safety/safety/pge-10k-undergrounding-program-city-
county-maps-202307.pdf

20 pg. 295, CPUC Decision D. 23-11-069
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Pursuant to SB 884 (McGuire, Chapter 819, Statutes of 2022) large IOUs may submit a
10-year distribution infrastructure undergrounding plan to Energy Safety for review.
Energy Safety must approve, modify, or deny the plan within nine months of submission.
Energy Safety may only approve the plan if it finds that the IOU’s plan will achieve, at
the least, both substantial increases to reliability by reducing use of public safety power
shutoffs, enhanced powerline safety settings, de-energization events, and other outage
programs; and substantial reduction of wildfire risk. If Energy Safety approves the plan,
the IOU must submit to the CPUC, within 60 days Energy Safety’s approval, a copy of
the plan and an application requesting review and conditional approval of the plan’s
costs. The CPUC must approve, modify, or deny the application within nine months of
submission.

In February 2025, Energy Safety adopted guidelines for the IOUs’ 10-year electrical
underground plans.?! The CPUC also adopted program guidelines in March 2024, which
address the process and requirements for the CPUC’s review of the undergrounding
plans.?? While these plans are still in development, the CPUC has estimated the portion of
2023 average monthly bills going to underground work to be $0.27 for PG&E and $0.10
for SCE, representing less than 0.1% of total bills.?® It is likely that these percentages will
increase, perhaps significantly, as the SB 884 Plans are incorporated.

This bill seeks remedies to what is estimated to be significant future IOU undergrounding
costs. The bill proposes rate design strategies to redistribute the costs, via securitization,
so that the direct impact on customer bills is lessened. The bill also prevents IOUs from
including in their equity rate base their share of the first $15 billion expended in
aggregate on undergrounding projects. The CPUC estimates undergrounding distribution
lines at $2.3-$5.6 million per mile, while transmission lines are approximately $140
million per mile.?* With costs ranging from $92-$224 billion to underground every 10U
distribution line in high fire threat areas,?® opportunities to reduce costs to ratepayers will
be critical. Even if such extensive undergrounding work is unlikely and unnecessary,
some degree of undergrounding will be part of IOUs’ long-term wildfire mitigation
strategy, as noted in the recent examples for PG&E and SCE above.

This bill additionally seeks information sharing and efficiency in IOU undergrounding
planning, by requiring the Underground Safety Board to issue regulations to determine
timelines and scope for 10Us to share their undergrounding plans with operators of
subsurface infrastructure in the area and tribal governments. The desire is to avoid
overwhelming operators (sometimes small water utilities or other municipalities) with
large volume of requests to locate and mark, with only two days’ notice. This has been a

2L https://efiling.energysafety.ca.gov/eFiling/Getfile.aspx?fileid=58006 &shareable=true

22 CPUC Resolution SPD-15; March 7, 2024;
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M526/K984/526984185.pdf

B Pg. 54; CPUC’s 2024 SB 695 Report;
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M526/K984/526984185.pdf

24 pg. 23; CPUC; Response to Executive Order N-5-24; February 18, 2025; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/industries-and-topics/reports/cpuc-response-to-executive-order-n-5-24.pdf

% pg. 23; CPUC; Response to Executive Order N-5-24; February 18, 2025; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/industries-and-topics/reports/cpuc-response-to-executive-order-n-5-24.pdf

% Fowlie, Meredith. “Fighting Fires in the Power Sector” Energy Institute Blog, UC Berkeley, February 20,

2024, https://energyathaas.wordpress.com/2024/02/20/fighting-fires-in-the-power-sector/
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recommendation of the Underground Safety Board in their annual reports,?” and — most
recently — in the CPUC’s response to Governor Newsom’s Executive Order N-5-24.28

4) PLACE’ing Your Projects. The permitting regime that governs energy infrastructure
construction and operation is complex. Depending on type, location, and scope, a project
may be subject to review or approval of any of several state agencies, local governments,
federal land managers, branches of the United States military, and tribal authorities. This
is especially true of transmission projects, which, by their linear nature, are likely to cross
multiple jurisdictions and a variety of sensitive lands and draw the attention of various
local stakeholders.

Local governments exercise significant authority over the siting and permitting of clean
energy projects through their control of land use, zoning, and building regulations. This
authority enables them to influence the deployment of renewable energy infrastructure in
ways that reflect local priorities and planning objectives. However, given the pace and
scale of the state’s clean energy and decarbonization targets, the role of local siting
decisions has come under greater scrutiny. In recent years, the Legislature has sought to
simplify or otherwise streamline the permitting regimes governing the construction and
operation of electricity generation resources. For example, AB 205 (Committee on
Budget, Chapter 61, Statutes of 2022) allows an applicant to seek permitting for certain
types of clean energy projects from the CEC instead of local permitting authorities or
agencies, and according to an expedited permitting schedule. SB 149 (Caballero, Chapter
60, Statutes of 2023) provides expedited administrative and judicial review of CEQA
challenges to certain energy infrastructure projects.

CEC data show ~16 gigawatts (GWs) of new energy resources, mostly solar and storage
capacity, has come online since 2020%° — on the order of hundreds of projects.®® With the
state’s AB 205 “opt-in” program only introduced in late 2022, virtually all of that 16
GWs were subject to local review, and successfully locally permitted. Moreover, many
local officials note that permitting these large solar farms and storage sites is routine.®

However, given the enormous increases in clean energy development needed to meet our
statewide goals — approximately 6 GW of new solar, wind, and battery storage needed
annually for the next two decades; an unprecedented pace — locals may start to see energy
development in unexpected parts of California. That expansion is likely to challenge local
hospitality of these projects. For example, utility-scale battery storage is a relatively
recent technology. As a result, many local governments have been either reluctant or
uncertain of siting large battery storage facilities within their communities due to

27 Pg. 15; 2022 Annual Report; https://energysafety.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/underground-safety-board-
2022-annual-report_small.pdf

28 pgs. 25-26; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/industries-and-topics/reports/cpuc-response-to-
executive-order-n-5-24.pdf

29 CEC Press Release, “New Data Shows Investments to Build California’s Clean Energy Grid of the Future are
Paying Off;” May 9, 2024; https://www.energy.ca.gov/news/2024-05/new-data-shows-investments-build-
californias-clean-energy-grid-future-are-paying

30 Based on a rough average capacity of ~ 20 MW per project; though large solar projects such as Westlands are
exceptional cases.

31 Julie Cart, “Wrangling over renewables: Counties push back on Newsom administration usurping local control;”
CalMatters; August 4, 2022; https://calmatters.org/environment/2022/08/renewable-energy-california-counties/
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unknowns of project safety, durability, and other unforeseen risks. These concerns have
only intensified since the recent fire at the Moss Landing battery facility.®?

This bill provides an incentive program (the Permitting Local Assistance for Clean
Energy or “PLACE” Program) to both supplement local government expertise and to
motivate more clean energy development. It proposes to do this by offering three
incentives: 1) requiring the CEC to establish a state central pool of experts in clean
energy project siting and permitting that local permitting agencies can utilize at no cost to
the agency; 2) a match fund to supplement the cost a developer pays to the agency so that
the developer is encouraged to apply through local channels; and 3) a monetary incentive
to the local permitting agency for every 100 megawatts permitted through the program
under CEC-determined timelines.

5) Join (task) Forces. As part of AB 3264 (Petrie-Norris, Chapter 762, Statutes of 2024), the
Legislature updated an existing CPUC report on energy efficiency programs to include all
demand-side management (DSM) programs, and required assessments of each program's
bill savings to ratepayers, cost-effectiveness, and impacts, among other requirements.
These evaluations were sought to help policymakers track the activity levels of these
programs — particularly bringing awareness to programs that may not be attracting
participation or are not being actively managed — and adjust their needs or budgets,
which, if reduced or recouped, could provide relief to ratepayers. The updated report is
due to the Legislature before July 1, 2025; however, the actual expected delivery date of
the report is currently unknown.

Among the many requests in Governor Newsom’s October 2024 Executive Order N-5-24
to address California’s rising electricity costs and broader affordability concerns,® was a
directive to the CPUC and the CEC to conduct a comprehensive review of all electric
ratepayer-funded programs under their jurisdiction, identifying those that drive up rates
without delivering proportional benefits. While the CEC identified a few, the CPUC
spoke generally about programs needing to benefit all electric customers or otherwise be
funded by other non-ratepayer sources; as well as noted that “all energy-related mandates
should be assessed for overall cost-effectiveness.”* Given the CPUC program budget is
approximately $4.3 billion for 4 years (2024-2027) for energy efficiency alone,*® and
other sources of non-ratepayer funding — such as the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund,
the state General Fund, and federal monies — are also used for energy efficiency and
demand response programs, it may benefit policymakers to have a system-wide
assessment of all DSM programs, as proposed under this bill. The timelines for the DSM
task force to complete their study and make recommendations are ambitions, but build off
the work already underway for similar programmatic review at the CPUC pursuant to AB
3264.

6) Related Legislation.

32 County of Monterey presentation; “Moss300 BESS Structure Fire & HAZMAT Incident;” March 18, 2025
update; https://www.countyofmonterey.gov/home/showdocument?id=139292&t=638780880911175868.

33 https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/energy-EO-10-30-24.pdf

34 Pg. 17; https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/industries-and-topics/reports/cpuc-response-to-executive-
order-n-5-24.pdf

35 https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/news-and-updates/all-news/cpuc-adopts-milestone-investment-in-energy-efficiency-
2023
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AB 745 (Irwin, 2025) an earlier version of this measure would have authorized 10Us to
finance undergrounding costs through a fixed charge on customers' electric utility bills,
also known as "securitization;" and sunsets this authorization in ten years. Also
prohibited 10Us from including in their equity rate base any undergrounding activities.
Status: has been significantly amended and now related to the electric California Climate
Credit. Referred to the Assembly Committee on Utilities and Energy pursuant to
Assembly Rule 77.2, to be heard on June 3, 2025.

AB 915 (Petrie-Norris, 2025) would require the CEC to prepare and submit a report to
the Governor and Legislature, by July 1, 2026, on the status of electrical transmission and
distribution grid infrastructure manufacturing in California. Status: Assembly Floor, 3"
Reading.

SB 254 (Becker, 2025) proposes various policies related to electrical corporations,
including changes to: wildfire mitigation regulatory framework, the allocation to
customers of the Climate Credit, electric transmission infrastructure permitting and
deployment, permitting of clean energy infrastructure, including energy storage facilities,
and various proposals to address electricity utility bills, including prohibiting equity rate
basing by electrical corporations of $15 billion in capital investments. Status: Senate
Floor, 3" Reading.

SB 330 (Padilla, 2025) would authorize the Governor to establish one or more pilot
projects to develop, finance, or operate electrical transmission infrastructure that meet the
specified criteria, including, among other things, that the transmission line is identified by
the CAISO in its transmission planning process as necessary to support clean energy
generation to meet the state’s clean energy goals. Status: Senate Floor, 3 Reading.

SB 769 (Caballero, 2025) would establish the Golden State Infrastructure Corporation
(Corporation) within the State Treasurer’s Office as a not-for-profit corporation for the
purpose of financing infrastructure projects. Status: Assembly Desk.

Prior Legislation.

AB 3264 (Petrie-Norris), requires a suite of actions by the CPUC to help address energy
costs, including developing a total energy framework to be used to evaluate IOU
spending requests; requiring 10Us to publish visual representations of certain cost
categories; studying alternative financing for transmission infrastructure; and broadening
the triennial CPUC report on energy efficiency and conservation programs to include
specified metrics and criteria. Status: Chapter 762, Statutes of 2024.

SB 1003 (Dodd, 2024) modified timelines relevant to the submission and approval of
wildfire mitigation plans (WMPs) by I0OUs to the Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety
and the CPUC. Requires I0OUs to take into account, in their WMP, both the time required
to implement an action and the amount of risk reduced for the cost and risk remaining.
Status: Died — Assembly, 3" Reading.

SB 1032 (Becker, 2022) creates the Clean Energy Infrastructure Authority as a public
instrumentality of the state for the purpose of leading the state’s efforts to build critical
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electrical transmission infrastructure necessary to enable the state to transition to 100
percent clean energy, as specified. Status: Held under submission in the Assembly
Committee on Appropriations.

SB 1020 (Laird) establishes interim targets to the statewide 100% clean energy policy.
Additionally requires state agencies to accelerate their 100% clean energy policy goal by
10 years. An early version of the bill sought to establish the California Affordable
Decarbonization Authority as a nonprofit public benefit organization as a mechanism to
help fund various electric utility-related programs and activities. Status: Chapter 361,
Statutes of 2022.

SB 100 (De Leon) established the 100 Percent Clean Energy Act of 2018 which increases
the RPS requirement from 50 percent by 2030 to 60 percent, and created the policy of
planning to meet all of the state's retail electricity supply with a mix of RPS-eligible and
zero-carbon resources by December 31, 2045, for a total of 100 percent clean energy.
Status: Chapter 312, Statutes of 2018.

AB 1954 (Skinner) authorizes the CPUC to approve in advance the recovery through
electricity rates of the costs of a transmission project proposed to meet the state’s RPS
goals. The bill provides that ultimate rate recovery is still subject to review by the CPUC
to ensure that the utility incurred the costs reasonably and prudently. Status: Chapter 460,
Statutes of 2010.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

This bill has been significantly amended since these support letters have been received by the
committee. It is unclear how positions might have changed.

Advanced Energy United

California Environmental Voters (formerly CLCV)
Net-zero California

The Utility Reform Network (TURN)

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Laura Shybut/U. & E. /(916) 319-2083



