
 

 

 

June 16, 2025 
 
Via Electronic Email  
 
Ms. Leuwam Tesfai  
Deputy Executive Director, Energy and Climate Policy 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, California 94102 
(Leuwam.Tasfai@cpuc.ca.gov) 
 

Re: California Community Choice Association’s Response to  
Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Advice Letter 7604-E 

 
 Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission”) General Order 
(“GO”) 96-B, the California Community Choice Association (“CalCCA”) submits this response 
to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (“PG&E”) Advice Letter (“AL”) 7604-E. AL 7604-E 
was submitted by PG&E on May 27, 2025, for the purpose of gaining Commission authorization 
of certain modified terms and conditions for the installation of transmission-level facilities under 
tariff provisions relating to so-called “Exceptional Cases.” Specifically, PG&E seeks approval of 
“PG&E’s proposed Electric Rule 30 Form Agreement for the interconnection work” between 
PG&E and a retail customer (Sunnyvale Technology Partners LLC c/o Menlo Equities, a 
California Limited Liability Corporation (“Menlo Equities”)) proposing a new data center in 
Sunnyvale, California, consisting of approximately 49 megawatts (“MWs”) of new electric 
load.1 As summarily referenced by PG&E, PG&E currently has a proposal before the 
Commission for approval of a new electric rule (Rule 30) governing PG&E’s interconnection of 
transmission-level facilities.2 
  

The Commission’s General Rules allow a party to submit a “response” for the purpose of 
providing useful information regarding the advice letter, as opposed to a “protest,” which objects 
in whole or in part to the relief requested in the advice letter.3 CalCCA provides this response to 
illustrate the need for information sharing between PG&E, as the default provider of “delivery” 
services, and affected Community Choice Aggregators (“CCAs”), as the default providers of 
“generation” services. Unnecessarily separating these functions and restricting the flow of 
critical information will likely negatively impact reliability and increase costs for customers.  
 

As further described below, CalCCA provides the following response to AL 7604-E and 
related efforts by PG&E to provide transmission-level service to customers: 

 
• PG&E has key system planning information and is not currently sharing this 

information with CCAs. 
 

 
1  AL 7604-E at 1.  
2  See AL 7604-E at 1, note 1 (referring to Application 24-11-007 (“Rule 30 Proceeding”)). 
3  See General Rules 3.11 and 3.13. 
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• CCAs serve as the default providers of generation service and require system 
planning information. 

 
• Confidentiality protections already exist with respect to customer information 

received by CCAs. 
 
• The failure to share key system planning information threatens reliability, 

unnecessarily increases costs, and raises competitive concerns. 
 
• Where a CCA serves as the default provider of generation services, PG&E should 

provide key information to the CCA (and also to PG&E’s generation department) 
when PG&E first becomes aware of this information. Doing so will maximize the 
opportunities for California to attract new large load with well-tailored generation 
supply options and ensure sufficient time for the generation supplier to procure 
necessary resources.  
 

BACKGROUND 
 
 CCAs provide electric generation services and related programs utilizing the investor-
owned utilities’ (“IOUs”) transmission and distribution systems to deliver the CCAs’ generation 
service. As a result, CCAs depend on and generally support the IOUs’ efforts to efficiently and 
equitably expand their delivery systems. Timely expansion of the delivery systems has become 
increasingly important to CCAs in order to execute electrification and other decarbonization 
initiatives, and to support economic and commercial development. 

 
While PG&E is the default provider of delivery service within its service territory, CCAs 

operate as the default providers of generation service within their service areas.4 As it stands 
now, CCAs provide approximately 46 percent of the electric generation service in PG&E’s 
service territory, with PG&E providing the minority share of generation service in its service 
territory.5 The percentage of the electric generation service in PG&E’s service territory served by 
CCAs is expected to increase in the next two years and beyond.6 Given the breadth and 
significance of this role, CCAs have rightly requested that they be privy to key system planning 
information associated with transmission-level interconnection requests.  

 
In the Rule 30 Proceeding, the Commission is specifically examining what “information-

sharing requirements” should be adopted “to ensure that the CCAs affected by Rule 30-related 

 
4  See, e.g., Public Utilities Code Section 366.2(c)(2).  
5  See, e.g., Decision (“D.”)24-12-038 at 38 (“PG&E expects CCA and [Direct Access] providers to 
serve nearly two-thirds of total system sales in 2025.”). 
6  For example, in September, Ava submitted its expansion plan for service to San Joaquin County, 
and in March Pioneer Community Energy submitted its expansion plan for service to multiple 
communities in northern California.  
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load growth can meet projected demand in their service areas?”7 To date, the Joint CCAs have 
been actively participating in the Rule 30 Proceeding for the purpose of addressing this and 
related issues.8 CalCCA has recently submitted a motion for party status in the Rule 30 
Proceeding, and CalCCA anticipates that it will be actively addressing CCA-related issues in the 
Rule 30 Proceeding.   

 
In AL 7604-E, PG&E is proposing a fast-tracked transmission-level interconnection 

using yet-to-be-approved form agreements from the Rule 30 Proceeding. Since PG&E seeks 
Commission authorization in advance of a final determination in the Rule 30 Proceeding, 
CalCCA believes that the Commission’s resolution on AL 7604-E should not condone PG&E’s 
failure to provide key system planning information to the affected CCA, SVCE, or otherwise 
prejudge the information-sharing issue that is being litigated in the Rule 30 Proceeding. Without 
appropriate information-sharing requirements, CCAs will face situations similar to the one 
presented in AL 7604-E whereby the affected CCA, SVCE, was not informed by PG&E of the 
requested interconnection of a new large electric load within SVCE’s service area.  
 
RESPONSE 
 

A. PG&E Has Key System Planning Information and Is Not Currently Sharing This 
Information  

 
In the Rule 30 Proceeding, PG&E has stated that, as part of the interconnection request 

process, PG&E obtains key customer information on “peak demand,” “system load and 
generation forecasts” and “future energy resource needs.”9 In the context of Menlo Equities, 
PG&E received an application on April 11, 2024, and presumably PG&E had this system 
planning information for Menlo Equities on this date.10 However, notwithstanding PG&E having 
this key system information, at no time prior to the submittal of AL 7604-E did SVCE, the 
default provider of generation service for Sunnyvale, receive notice from PG&E of this 
information – and even then the notice was “constructive,” namely, PG&E never provided actual 
notice, but rather SVCE simply became aware of this information by PG&E’s submittal of AL 
7604-E. 

 

 
7  See Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling on Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 
Request to Implement a New Electric Rule 30 Tariff, dated March 11, 2025 (“Scoping Memo”) at 8 
(referencing Issue 4.b.).  
8  The Joint CCAs consist of Ava Community Energy, Central Coast Community Energy, Marin 
Clean Energy, Peninsula Clean Energy, Redwood Coast Energy Authority, San José Clean Energy and 
Silicon Valley Clean Energy (“SVCE”). 
9  See PG&E’s response, dated April 4, 2025, to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting 
Information on the Motion for Interim Implementation of Electric Rule No. 30 at 20-21 (describing 
PG&E’s use of customer information for determining Resource Adequacy and future energy needs, and 
PG&E’s provision of customer information to the California Independent System Operator and California 
Energy Commission). 
10  See AL 7604-E at 2. 
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B. CCAs Serve as The Default Providers of Generation Service and Require System 
Planning Information  

 
Under laws pertaining to service by CCAs, absent a withdrawal of service by a CCA or a 

customer opt-out, the CCA is the default provider of generation service within its service area.11 
This role is prominently and proudly embraced by CCAs. While customers have a right to opt 
out of default generation service, as between PG&E and the CCA, the CCA is the default 
provider of generation service. 

 
This “default provider” role can and should afford CCAs rights to information provided 

by transmission-level customers to PG&E. Insofar as PG&E has customer information on “peak 
demand,” “system load and generation forecasts” and “future energy resource needs,” PG&E 
should be required by the Commission to share this information with CCAs at the same time that 
PG&E receives it. However, PG&E objects to this comparability requirement. In reply to a 
response submitted by the Joint CCAs to a similar advice letter, PG&E stated that “PG&E cannot 
unilaterally share confidential potential customer information with third-party entities, including 
CCAs.”12  

 
The fact that PG&E does not distinguish CCAs from “third-party entities” is 

disconcerting and runs contrary to key Commission decisions, as further described below. In any 
event, PG&E rightly acknowledges that the information-sharing issue is being addressed in the 
Rule 30 proceeding as a litigated issue.13 In light of the fact that the information-sharing issue is 
being litigated in the Rule 30 Proceeding, CalCCA renews its request that the resolution 
addressing AL 7604-E not prejudge this issue.   

 
C. Confidentiality Protections Already Exist with Respect to Customer Information 

Received by CCAs 
 

CCAs are subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction over customer information and are 
bound under existing non-disclosure agreements with PG&E. In D.12-08-045, the Commission 
made various determinations with respect to CCAs’ access to and responsibility for customer 
information. As related to information relevant to this proceeding, the Commission was crystal 
clear in stating that CCAs’ access to and use of customer information are on par with the IOUs’ 
access to and use of such information. The Commission further stated that “a policy of granting 
CCAs full access to customer usage data and holding CCAs responsible for protecting the 
advanced metering data that they obtain from [the IOUs] provides the CCAs the same usage 
rights and responsibilities as a utility.”14  

 
11  See Public Utilities Code Section 366.2(c)(2). See also D.13-09-023 at 10 (referring to MCE as 
“the default electricity generation provider for the County of Marin and the City of Richmond.”). 
12  See PG&E’s Reply to the Response from Joint CCAs to Advice 7569-E, dated May 15, 2025 
(“PG&E AL Reply”) at 3 (emphasis added). 
13  See PG&E AL Reply at 3. 
14  D.12-08-045 at 25. See also D.12-08-045 at 4 (“[I]t is reasonable that CCAs treat customers’ 
confidential usage information in the same manner as does the underlying investor-owned utility.”). 

https://cal-cca.org/


 
CalCCA Response to PG&E Advice Letter 7604-E 
Page 5 
June 16, 2025 
 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION  
1121 L Street, Suite #400, Sacramento, CA 95814  

info@cal-ca.org | cal-cca.org 

Given the Commission’s “full authority to require CCAs which receive…data from [the 
IOUs] to comply with privacy rules,”15 the Commission put no bounds on a CCA’s use of such 
data. The Commission observed that “CCAs may use customer usage data for operational 
purposes, such as load forecasting, electricity procurement and billing, and this policy provides 
them with the freedom to use data for these needs.”16 As further stated by the Commission, its 
privacy policy broadly affords “CCAs with all rights to data that it requests.”17  

 
The only condition for access to customer information is that the CCA must enter into a 

non-disclosure agreement with the IOU.18 Notably, while CCAs are on par with the IOUs for 
customer information, electric service providers (“ESPs”) offering direct access service to 
transmission-level customers are not.19 As a result, CCAs are not “third-party entities,” like 
PG&E has stated,20 but rather CCAs are covered entities subject to the same requirements 
applicable to the IOUs (and entitled to the same information available to the IOUs). 

 
D. The Failure to Share Key System Planning Information May Threaten Reliability, 

Unnecessarily Increase Costs and Raise Competitive Concerns  
 

As stated above, CalCCA believes that CCAs should be afforded full and complete 
access to customer information on the same timeline as is applicable to the IOUs. By the term 
“customer information,” in this context CalCCA is referring to information about the customer 
and its load that would be helpful for resource planning purposes, for example, the customer 
name, location, facility type (e.g., data center, commercial, retail, manufacturing), capacity ramp 
schedule, on-site generation, and requested timing for the interconnection. This information is 
necessary for the CCAs’ resource planning purposes and PG&E’s retention of the information or 
unreasonable delay in releasing the customer information may threaten reliability, unnecessarily 
increase costs, and raise competitive concerns.  

  
As related to competitive concerns, the Commission’s CCA Code of Conduct is relevant. 

CCA Code of Conduct Rule 13 describes, as a general principle, how the retention of 
competitively sensitive information by the IOU should not provide “the opportunity for 
preferential treatment or unfair competitive advantage, lead to customer confusion, or create 
significant opportunities for cross-subsidization….”21 To mitigate these risks, CCAs should have 

 
15  D.12-08-045 at 23. 
16  D.12-08-045 at 24. 
17  D.12-08-045 at 25. 
18  See D.12-08-045 at 26 (“If the prospective CCA enters into such a non-disclosure agreement, 
there is no need for the CCA to secure the consent of each customer for release of the customer’s data.”). 
19  See, e.g., D.12-08-045 at 31 (“To be clear, these privacy requirements only apply to those ESPs 
that serve small commercial and residential customers, but do not apply to ESPs that serve medium and 
large commercial and industrial customers or to small commercial and residential customers affiliated 
therewith.”). 
20  See note 12, above (referencing PG&E AL Reply at 3). 
21  D.12-12-036; CCA Code of Conduct Rule 13. 
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the same key information that PG&E has, and on the same timeline, so that CCAs may make 
informed and necessary procurement adjustments to accommodate expanding load. 
 

E. PG&E Should Provide Key Information to CCAs (and PG&E’s Generation 
Department) When PG&E First Becomes Aware of this Information.  

 
AL 7569-E, AL 7604-E and the Rule 30 Proceeding have brought to the forefront the 

need by the Commission to ensure that key system planning information obtained from 
customers’ transmission-level interconnection requests is shared by PG&E with the expected 
generation provider. As noted above, CalCCA does not believe that there are any confidentiality 
concerns, since CCAs are subject to Commission oversight regarding customer-related 
information and are bound by existing non-disclosure agreements. As a result, there should be no 
difference between the delivery provider’s (PG&E’s) need for customer information and the 
generation provider’s need for that same customer information. Simply stated, when PG&E 
receives key information from new transmission-level customers, PG&E should (within a 
reasonable time period) provide that information to the expected generation provider. Since both 
functions (delivery and generation) are integrated, the approach taken with respect to customer 
information should also be integrated. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
CalCCA thanks the Commission for its consideration of this response. 
  

      Respectfully, 
 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 

Evelyn Kahl 
General Counsel and Director of Policy 

 
cc via email:  

EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov  
PGETariffs@pge.com 
Service List: A.24-11-007 
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https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/servicelists/A2411007_96688.htm

