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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 1 
 2 

The California Community Choice Association1 (CalCCA) presents this Surrebuttal 3 

Testimony in the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of Electric Rule 4 

No. 30 for Transmission-Level Retail Electric Service.2 As set forth in an Email Ruling Modifying 5 

the Procedural Schedule dated June 19, 2025,3 Administrative Law Judge Manisha Lakhanpal 6 

granted CalCCA’s request to serve Surrebuttal Testimony to address Pacific Gas and Electric 7 

Company’s (PG&E) proposal on Scoping Issue 4.b.: “What information-sharing requirements 8 

should PG&E adopt to ensure that the [community choice aggregators (CCA)] affected by Rule 9 

30-related load growth can meet project demand in their service areas?”4 In its Rebuttal 10 

Testimony, PG&E “recognizes that there are currently no [California Public Utilities Commission 11 

(Commission)]-approved standards or rules for sharing potential transmission-level customer 12 

 
1  CalCCA represents the interests of 24 community choice electricity providers in California: 
Apple Valley Choice Energy, Ava Community Energy, Central Coast Community Energy, Clean Energy 
Alliance, Clean Power Alliance of Southern California, CleanPowerSF, Desert Community Energy, 
Energy For Palmdale’s Independent Choice, Lancaster Energy, Marin Clean Energy, Orange County 
Power Authority, Peninsula Clean Energy, Pico Rivera Innovative Municipal Energy, Pioneer 
Community Energy, Pomona Choice Energy, Rancho Mirage Energy Authority, Redwood Coast Energy 
Authority, San Diego Community Power, San Jacinto Power, San José Clean Energy, Santa Barbara 
Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, Sonoma Clean Power, and Valley Clean Energy.  
2  Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Approval of Electric Rule No. 30 
for Transmission-Level Retail Electric Service, A.24-11-007 (Nov. 21, 2024) (Application). 
3  Email Ruling Modifying the Procedural Schedule, A.24-11-007 (June 19, 2025), at 2 (citing 
Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling on Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Request to 
Implement a New Electric Rule 30 Tariff, A.24-11-007 (Mar. 11, 2025) (Scoping Memo)). 
4  Scoping Memo, at 8. 
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information with CCAs, other than the rules recently adopted in the Interim Implementation 13 

Decision.”5 Therefore, PG&E provides an information sharing proposal “going forward.”6  14 

PG&E’s Rebuttal Testimony reflects significant areas of agreement with the CalCCA 15 

positions.7 Subsequent to PG&E’s service of its Rebuttal Testimony, CalCCA and PG&E have 16 

further collaborated with the goal of narrowing outstanding issues regarding the PG&E-CCA 17 

information sharing proposal. This limited additional Surrebuttal Testimony responds directly to 18 

those portions of the PG&E Rebuttal Testimony where additional agreement has been reached or 19 

where there are still outstanding issues. As set forth in CalCCA’s Amended Opening Testimony, 20 

the principle behind CalCCA’s proposal in this proceeding is that when PG&E has the 21 

information, the default provider CCA should have the information, consistent with 22 

confidentiality requirements, to enable the CCA to work with the customer and maximize the 23 

potential for efficient procurement – there is no justification for delay.8  24 

 
5  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, at 92, lines 13-16. In Decision (D.) 25-07-039 partially adopting 
PG&E’s proposed Rule 30 on an interim basis, the Commission acknowledges the CCAs’ needs for such 
information by requiring that PG&E, “[p]ursuant to [D.] 12-08-045, including the non-disclosure 
agreements [NDA] between [PG&E] and each [CCA]”: 

• Submit Large Load customer Applications for Transmission Interconnection (Customer 
Application) to the CCA in which the customer is seeking to interconnection within 20 
business days of the customer’s submission to PG&E; and 

• Provide notice to customers regarding the role of CCAs and the information that will be 
shared with CCAs within 20 business days of the customer’s submission of the Customer 
Application.  

D.25-07-039, Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s Motion 
for Interim Implementation of Electric Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (July 24, 2025) (Interim Decision). 
In addition, the Commission requires PG&E to submit quarterly status reports to the CCAs as part of 
interim implementation. Id. The Interim Decision is “effective until a subsequent or final decision on 
Electric Rule 30 is issued and does not prejudice the determination of the issues adopted in the final 
decision of this proceeding.” Id., Ordering Paragraph (O¶) 8, at 53. 
6  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, A.24-11-007 (Aug. 19, 2025) (PG&E Rebuttal Testimony), at 92, 
lines 16-19. 
7  See id., at 91-94.  
8  CalCCA Amended Opening Testimony, A.24-11-007 (June 30, 2025) (CalCCA Amended 
Opening Testimony), at 5, lines 1-4.  
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This Surrebuttal Testimony was prepared by or at the direction of Lori Mitchell, Director 25 

at San Jose Clean Energy. Ms. Mitchell’s qualifications are set forth in Attachment A to 26 

CalCCA’s Opening Testimony.  27 

II. PRELIMINARY LOAD INQUIRY INFORMATION SHARING 28 
 29 

Q 1  Does CalCCA agree with PG&E’s proposal regarding sharing of preliminary load 30 

inquiries? 31 

A 1 PG&E explains in its Rebuttal Testimony that it opposed providing information 32 

regarding load inquiries because these inquiries are too preliminary, and that it supports the 33 

Commission’s decision to not require PG&E to provide such information in the Interim 34 

Decision.9 After rebuttal testimony was submitted, PG&E and CalCCA were able to work 35 

together collaboratively and, as a result, PG&E offered to share with affected CCAs the load 36 

inquiry information shared with the California Energy Commission (CEC) at the same time 37 

PG&E shares it with the CEC. This information would be provided to the affected CCA(s) under 38 

the terms of the NDA(s). CalCCA agrees with PG&E regarding this load inquiry proposal. 39 

III. PG&E’S PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO CALCCA’S INFORMATION-40 
SHARING PROPOSAL 41 

 42 
A. Timing of PG&E Sharing Interconnection Applications with Affected CCAs 43 

Q 2  Does CalCCA agree with PG&E’s proposed modification adopted in the Interim 44 

Decision that PG&E share Interconnection Application information within 20 business days 45 

rather than 20 calendar days?10 46 

 
9  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, at 95, lines 6-18. 
10  Id., lines 24-32. 
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A 2  CalCCA does not object to PG&E providing such information to affected CCAs 47 

within 20 business days rather than 20 calendar days.11 48 

B. PG&E Information-Sharing with PG&E Energy Procurement Organization 49 

Q 3 Does CalCCA agree with PG&E’s proposed modification to CalCCA’s 50 

information-sharing proposal for the Commission to state in its final decision on Electric Rule 30 51 

information-sharing that information shared with CCAs as part of Electric Rule 30 can be shared 52 

at the same time with PG&E’s Energy Procurement organization.12 53 

A 3  CalCCA agrees that PG&E’s Energy Procurement organization should have 54 

access to the information shared with CCAs at the same time that the affected CCA receives the 55 

information, to allow for procurement planning. 56 

IV. CALCCA’S PROPOSED ADDITIONS TO PG&E’S INFORMATION SHARING 57 
PROPOSAL 58 

 59 
Q 4  PG&E agrees to continue the quarterly reporting required under the Interim 60 

Decision. Are there any changes to the quarterly reporting required? 61 

A 4  Yes. The Interim Decision requires PG&E to submit quarterly reports to the 62 

Commission on new agreements, the work completed for Rule 30 customers, and updates to any 63 

key information or timelines.13 The Interim Decision requires that this quarterly report be 64 

provided to the Commission and parties to the proceeding.14 Importantly, the quarterly reports 65 

will include customer information that must be protected so the quarterly reports will be 66 

 
11  CalCCA notes that PG&E’s Rebuttal Testimony appears to err when stating that “Cal Advocates 
agreed with changing twenty calendar days to twenty business days” in its reply comments on the 
proposed (Interim Decision). See PG&E Rebuttal at 95, lines 30-32 (emphasis added). Instead, and as 
noted in its citation to CalCCA’s Reply Comments on the proposed decision, PG&E appears to mean that 
CalCCA agreed in its Reply Comments to change twenty calendar days to twenty business days. See id. at 
95, n.220 (citing CalCCA’s Reply Comments on the proposed Interim Decision, dated July 15, 2025). 
12  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, at 101, lines 11-13. 
13  Interim Decision, at 39. 
14  Ibid. 
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provided under seal. The Interim Decision, however, does not direct PG&E to provide the CCA 67 

with the confidential versions of these reports. The final decision should clarify that these reports 68 

will be provided to affected CCAs subject to the PG&E-CCA NDA(s). 69 

Q 5 Are there other changes or clarifications to the quarterly reports required? 70 

A 5 Yes. CalCCA recommends that each project receive a project identification 71 

number that follows it throughout its development. This will help PG&E, the CCAs, and the 72 

Commission track how many of these projects are completed and will inform consideration of 73 

future large load demand. 74 

Additionally, CalCCA included in its Amended Opening Testimony the “Key Large Load 75 

Information” and updates to proposed interconnection timelines that should be provided by 76 

PG&E. The quarterly report should include all of those identified data points, and also include 77 

peak load information.15 78 

Q 6 Do CCAs have any other ongoing data needs that the Commission should adopt? 79 

A 6 As CCAs review the Applications received and the quarterly reports, from time-80 

to-time questions may arise. These questions are typically quite simple to address directly with 81 

PG&E. The CCAs would appreciate quarterly meetings, as needed and requested, with PG&E to 82 

discuss the quarterly reports.  83 

V. PG&E’S ADDITIONAL INFORMATION SHARING PROPOSALS 84 
CONCERNING NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT CHANGES, 85 
CYBERSECURITY AND PRIVACY REVIEW, AND COORDINATION OF 86 
SERVICE ARE UNNECESSARY  87 

 88 

 
15  CalCCA Amended Testimony, at 5, lines 20-24 and 29-32, at 18, lines 3-23. 
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A. Changes to the PG&E-CCA Non-Disclosure Agreement 89 

Q 7 Does CalCCA agree with PG&E’s proposed changes to the currently effective, 90 

Commission-approved NDA for information sharing between PG&E and the CCAs?16 91 

A 7 This issue is legal in nature and outside the scope of this Surrebuttal Testimony 92 

and will be further addressed in CalCCA’s legal brief. 93 

B. PG&E’s Proposed Third-party Cybersecurity Review Process and Privacy 94 
Risk Assessments 95 

Q 8 Does CalCCA agree that PG&E’s Third-Party Cyber-Security Review (TSR) 96 

process should be added as a requirement of the Rule 30 information-sharing process for CCAs? 97 

A 8 No. CCAs are not typical third parties or vendors relied on by PG&E. CCAs are 98 

government entities that are empowered by statute to provide generation service to their 99 

customers. Further, CCAs are subject to Commission guidance on the security of their 100 

customers’ information. In light of this role, the Investor-Owned Utilities (IOUs), including 101 

PG&E, currently share customer information with CCAs at the direction of the CPUC and 102 

pursuant to existing confidentiality arrangements. 103 

PG&E agrees with CalCCA that unless a customer opts out, it will be a CCA customer.17 104 

If adopted, PG&E’s proposal will withhold information on the CCA’s own customers subject to 105 

PG&E’s sole discretion.18 While a CCA could voluntarily decide to undergo PG&E’s TSR 106 

process, it should not be a requirement for Large Load customer information to be shared with 107 

the CCA.  108 

 
16  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, at 98, lines 7-32, 99, lines 1-16. 
17  Id., at 91, lines 30-92, line 2. 
18 PG&E Response to CalCCA_003-Q001, attached hereto as Attachment A. In its discovery 
response, PG&E states that “[i]f there are control deficiencies, then a formal Management Action Plan 
(specific steps and a due date) is drafted and agreed to with the CCA. Upon Approval of the Management 
Action Plan by the CCA and PG&E, PG&E would then be able to provide data to CCA.” See id. 
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Q 9 Does CalCCA agree that PG&E’s Privacy Risk Assessment (PRA) should be 109 

added as a requirement of the Rule 30 information-sharing process for CCAs? 110 

A 9 No. As noted above, CCAs are government entities, empowered by statute and 111 

subject to CPUC data privacy requirements. It is not reasonable to withhold information from the 112 

CCAs on their own customers.  113 

Q 10 Is there existing Commission oversight over CCA protection of customer 114 

information? 115 

A 10 Yes. All CCAs follow the direction provided by the CPUC in D.12-08-045. 116 

C. PG&E’s Proposal for Coordination of Service 117 

Q 11 Should the Commission adopt PG&E’s proposal for “coordination of service,” in 118 

which a customer is required to provide notice to the CCA and PG&E no later than forty-five 119 

(45) days after a preliminary engineering study (PES) Report is provided to a potential 120 

transmission-level customer whether it will take default service from the CCA or has elected to 121 

receive service from PG&E.19 In addition, if the customer elects CCA service, PG&E proposes 122 

that the CCA shall confirm that it will provide service to the customer within thirty (30) days 123 

after receiving the transmission-level customer notice.20 124 

A 11 No. As an initial matter, PG&E Electric Rule 23 outlines rules related to 125 

enrollment for electric service and opt-out from CCA service for all customers. PG&E’s proposal 126 

would result in a new set of rules for a specific type of customer applying for service under Rule 127 

30. PG&E, however, has not proposed a change to Rule 23.  128 

Additionally, as PG&E states in its Rebuttal Testimony, “it is…important to avoid 129 

imposing onerous and unnecessary terms that will motivate potential transmission-level 130 

 
19  PG&E Rebuttal Testimony, at 101, lines 25-28. 
20  Id. at 101, lines 28 to 29, at 102, lines 1-2. 



8 
 

customers to locate in other states in which it is easier to do business and costs are lower.”21 131 

PG&E’s proposed deadline for customers is an onerous and unnecessary term that could serve to 132 

discourage new customers from locating in California. PG&E’s proposed deadline for a 133 

customer’s decision to opt out is also too early in the interconnection process and fails to 134 

recognize the default provider role of the CCA.  135 

Q 12 Is 45 days after the PES Report an appropriate deadline for a customer to 136 

determine its generation provider? 137 

A 12 No. PG&E’s proposal to have a customer elect its generation provider 45 days 138 

after the PES report is too early and requires the customer to make decisions while the project 139 

may still be uncertain. This “one size fits all” deadline does not reflect that Large Load 140 

customers are unique, and that the time needed for negotiation with the customer will vary from 141 

customer to customer. 142 

The PES report is the first opportunity for a potential customer to understand the cost of 143 

locating its facility in California, and after receipt of that report the customer would work with 144 

PG&E to negotiate and sign the interconnection agreement. There is no set time frame for the 145 

customer to sign an interconnection agreement with PG&E after the PES report is complete: 146 

PG&E cannot specify when an interconnection agreement would be signed because “the amount 147 

of time for negotiation…with a specific transmission level customer can vary.”22 Despite 148 

acknowledging that signing the interconnection agreement is a customer specific process, for 149 

generation service PG&E not only proposes a “one size fits all” opt out deadline, but one that 150 

 
21  Id. at 2, line 13-16. 
22  PG&E Response to CalCCA-001-Q005, attached hereto as Attachment A. As indicated in 
PG&E’s response, earlier discovery in this proceeding suggest that the time required to agree to a contract 
could be up to three months or 90 days. See PG&E Response to Joint CCAs_002_Q003a, attached hereto 
as Attachment A. 
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would potentially occur even before the customer has signed an agreement for interconnection 151 

service with PG&E. It is not reasonable for the customer to be required to choose its generation 152 

provider when the customer may still be considering whether to complete the project. 153 

Q 13 Does CalCCA have other concerns about the compressed timeline proposed by 154 

PG&E? 155 

A 13 Yes. PG&E’s proposal would necessitate a customer considering its response to 156 

the PES report and negotiating both its delivery and generation contracts concurrently and on a 157 

compressed timeline. As noted in CalCCA’s Amended Opening Testimony, while CCAs may 158 

serve customers on existing tariffs, they may also work directly with customers to design special 159 

agreements.23 While a CCA intends to start working with customers at the receipt of their 160 

application, as PG&E noted, “the amount of time for negotiation…with a specific transmission 161 

level customer can vary.”24 PG&E’s proposed deadline does not reflect that each customer is 162 

unique and instead applies an overly aggressive deadline on all customers. The customer should 163 

have adequate time to understand its choices regarding generation service. 164 

Q 14 Is PG&E’s proposed requirement that the customer confirm its choice of 165 

generation provider within 45 days of a PES report necessary? 166 

A 14 No. PG&E should assume that the customer is taking service from the customer’s 167 

default CCA provider absent the customer submitting a request to opt out. 168 

Q 15 Is PG&E’s proposed requirement that the CCA confirm that it will serve a 169 

customer within 30 days of a customer’s determination not to opt out of CCA service necessary? 170 

A 15 No. PG&E acknowledges “unless a potential transmission-level customer located 171 

in a CCA’s service area opts out of CCA service, that customer will be provided with generation 172 

 
23  CalCCA Amended Opening Testimony at 7, line 15, to 8, line 1. 
24  PG&E Response to CalCCA-001-Q005, attached hereto as Attachment A. 
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service by the CCA.”25 There is no need for any confirmation by the CCA, as the CCA will 173 

provide generation service to any customer that has not opted out of its service.  174 

 175 

This concludes my testimony. 176 

 
25  PG&E Rebuttal at 91, line 30, to 92, line 2. 
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Rule 30 – Transmission-Level Interconnections 

Application 24-11-007 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: JointCCAs_002-Q003     
PG&E File Name: ElectricRule30-Transmission-LevelInterconnections_DR_JointCCAs_002-Q003     
Request Date: January 28, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 002 
Requesting Party: Joint CCAs 
Requester: Scott Blaising 
Date Sent: February 4, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Karen Khamou Ornelas – Engineering, Planning and Strategy 

QUESTION 003 

In the PG&E Motion, presumably in reference to the 39 transmission-level customers, 
PG&E states that “there are currently pending applications for new transmission level 
retail electric service that cannot simply be put on hold for 1-2 years until this 
proceeding concludes.” (PG&E Motion at 6.) 

a. Please describe the current interconnection process that applies to the “currently 
pending applications.”   

b. Please clarify the phrase “put on hold.”  Among other things, please indicate 
whether the phrase “put on hold” means that PG&E is holding and not processing 
currently pending applications.   

c. Later in the PG&E Motion, PG&E describes the following option available “[w]ithout 
interim implementation of Electric Rule 30”: “transmission level customers can 
decide to proceed with their proposed projects under the current rules (i.e., Electric 
Rules 15 and 16) and negotiate a nonstandard agreement (given that the Electric 
Rule 15 and 16 form agreements do not address transmission level 
interconnections).” (PG&E Motion at 9.)   
i. Is it accurate to state that the foregoing describes an option under the current 

interconnection process?  Please describe. 

ANSWER 003 

a. For clarification, PG&E understands that the Joint Community Choice Aggregators 
(CCAs) are asking for information regarding the current interconnection process for 
transmission level customers.  PG&E provided a narrative description of the current 
process at the February 3rd technical conference hosted by PG&E regarding its 
interim implementation motion.  To summarize that discussion, currently, a 
customer requesting transmission level service submits an initial application for 
service to PG&E.  After the application is received, depending on the estimated 
load, PG&E may prepare a Preliminary Engineering Study (PES) Report to 
determine the most cost-effective means for interconnecting the customer to 
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provide safe and reliable electric service.  The PES Report is then provided to the 
customer for review.  In the remainder of this response, PG&E describes the 
process that it used before Electric Rule 30 was proposed, the process that it will 
use if interim implementation is not approved, and the process it will use if interim 
implementation is granted.   

1. Process Prior to Electric Rule 30:  Prior to Electric Rule 30, if the customer 
decided to proceed with interconnection after reviewing the PES Report, 
PG&E used its existing Electric Rules 15 and 16 form agreements as a 
starting point for negotiations with transmission level customers.  PG&E 
and the customer would generally agree on necessary changes to the 
Electric Rules 15-16 form agreements to address a transmission level 
interconnection and would then submit the modified form agreement to the 
Commission through a Tier 3 advice letter exceptional case filing.  See 
PG&E’s Prepared Testimony, p. 1-1, lines 12-25 and p. 1-2, line 23 to p. 
1-3, line 17.   

2. Process if Interim Implementation is Not Approved:  As a part of its interim 
implementation motion, PG&E developed a form agreement for Electric 
Rule 30.  Going forward, in the absence of the Commission authorizing 
interim implementation, PG&E intends to use its Electric Rule 30 form 
agreements as a starting point for negotiations with transmission level 
customers.  However, in the absence of approved Electric Rule 30 form 
agreements and approved Electric Rule 30, transmission level customers 
may seek to negotiate material changes to the Electric Rule 30 form 
agreement (which will not have been approved by the Commission) and/or 
use the existing Electric Rules 15 and 16 form agreements.  For example, 
without an approved Electric Rule 30 and Electric Rule 30 form 
agreement, transmission level customers may seek to avoid actual cost 
payments on Facility Types 1-3, may not agree to an advance, or may not 
agree to many of the other provisions in Electric Rule 30 that are 
beneficial to PG&E’s existing customers.  See PG&E’s Prepared 
Testimony, p. 1-13, line 27 to p. 1-15, line 21 (describing the substantial 
benefits of Electric Rule 30 to existing customers).  Once PG&E and the 
transmission level customer have negotiated and executed an agreement, 
PG&E will make an exceptional case filing using a Tier 3 advice letter to 
seek approval of the agreement.  Based on recent experience, PG&E 
expects the exceptional case filing process will take 12-13 months.  See 
PG&E Prepared Testimony, p. 1-15, lines 27-28.  

3. Process if Interim Implementation is Approved:  Approval of PG&E’s 
interim implementation proposal by the Commission will promote 
efficiency and consistency.  With approved Electric Rule 30 and Electric 
Rule 30 form agreements, PG&E and potential transmission level 
customers will be able to utilize clear and transparent rules, procedures, 
and contractual provisions.  PG&E anticipates that transmission level 
customers will either execute the form agreement as is, eliminating 
entirely the need for negotiations, or will have minor changes which will 
require limited negotiations.  After the Electric Rule 30 form agreement is 
executed, a Tier 2 advice letter process will likely take between 30-60 
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days for approval.  Moreover, interim implementation will promote 
consistency in treatment of customers.  Rather than negotiating one-off 
agreements which may have varying terms for different customers, PG&E 
expects that with an approved Electric Rule 30 and Electric Rule 30 form 
agreement will result in consistent agreement terms and conditions for all 
transmission level customers. 

Based on the discussion above, PG&E provides the following illustrative example of 
the amount off time required for negotiation and approval of a transmission level 
customer agreement with and without interim implementation.  This example is 
illustrative because the amount of time for negotiation and/or amount of time for 
CPUC review and approval of a specific agreement with a specific transmission 
level customer can vary. 

Post-PES Report Activity Estimated Time with 
Interim Implementation 

Estimates Time without 
Interim Implementation 

Contract Negotiation 1-3 months1 6-9 months2

CPUC Contract Review 
and Approval 

1-2 months for a Tier 2
advice letter3 

12-13 months for a Tier 3
exceptional case filing4

TOTAL 2-5 months 18-22 months

b. The phrase “put on hold” refers to regulatory delays in the approval and authority to
implement Electric Rule 30.  For clarification, PG&E is not putting on hold the
currently pending applications.  However, without authority to implement Electric
Rule 30 and the Electric Rule 30 form agreement on an interim basis, PG&E
anticipates the delays described in subpart (a) and PG&E’s testimony (see PG&E’s
Prepared Testimony, p. 1-1, lines 12-25 and p. 1-2, line 23 to p. 1-3, line 17) will
occur.

c. Please see subpart (a) and PG&E’s testimony.  See PG&E’s Prepared Testimony,
p. 1-1, lines 12-25 and p. 1-2, line 23 to p. 1-3, line 17.

1 This estimate assumes no changes to the Electric Rule form agreement or limited changes 
given Commission approval of the Electric Rule 30   

2 This estimate assumes no approved Electric Rule 30 or Electric Rule 30 form agreements 
and that the parties negotiate the terms and conditions for a transmission level 
interconnection 

3 This estimate assumes the 20 days for parties to file protests under General Order 96-B, 
Section 7.4.1, the five business days for a reply under Section 7.4.3, and approximately 30 
days for Commission Staff review and action on the Tier 2 advice letter. 

4 This estimate is based on recent exceptional case filings.  See PG&E Prepared Testimony, 
p. 1-15, lines 27-28.
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Rule 30 - Transmission-Level Interconnections 

Application 24-11-007 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_001-Q005 
PG&E File Name: ElectricRule30-Transmission-LevelInterconnections_DR_CalCCA_001-

Q005         
Request Date: August 20, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 001 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Scott Blaising 
Date Sent: August 29, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): Mike Settlemire – Engineering, Planning and Strategy 

SUBJECT: A.24-11-007 - CALCCA DATA REQUEST  

The following are additional data requests by CalCCA related to the subject proceeding. 

QUESTION 005 

In general, how many days after PG&E completes a Preliminary Engineering Study 
does the customer sign an agreement for transmission interconnection with PG&E? 

ANSWER 005 

Please see PG&E’s response to Joint CCAs Data Request Set #2, Question 3(a) where 
PG&E explained that “the amount of time for negotiation and/or amount of time for 
CPUC review and approval of a specific agreement with a specific transmission level 
customer can vary.”  Because of this variation, PG&E cannot provide an estimated 
amount of time between the PES Report and the execution of an interconnection 
agreement.   
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PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
Electric Rule 30 - Transmission-Level Interconnections 

Application 24-11-007 
Data Response 

PG&E Data Request No.: CalCCA_003-Q001 
PG&E File Name: ElectricRule30-Transmission-LevelInterconnections_DR_CalCCA_003-

Q001         
Request Date: August 26, 2025 
Requester DR No.: 003 
Requesting Party: California Community Choice Association 
Requester: Scott Blaising 
Date Sent: September 4, 2025 
PG&E Witness(es): David Arden – Cybersecurity 

QUESTION 001 

At pages 99-101 of PG&E’s rebuttal testimony, PG&E describes “the cybersecurity 
review PG&E proposes as a part of the information sharing process between CCAs and 
PG&E for Electric Rule 30 information.”  It is unclear to CalCCA how the proposed 
Third-Party Cyber-Security Review (TSR) process will impact CCAs receiving 
information from PG&E.  At one point, PG&E states that the TSR will help “PG&E 
validate that entities receiving customer information, such as CCAs, have proper 
cybersecurity controls….”  However, to CalCCA’s knowledge, nowhere in PG&E’s 
rebuttal testimony does PG&E state that PG&E’s validation of a CCA’s “proper 
cybersecurity controls” is a condition precedent for a CCA receiving customer 
information described elsewhere in PG&E’s rebuttal testimony.  For example, on pages 
95 and 96 of its rebuttal testimony, PG&E agrees and recommends that Interconnection 
Application information will be shared with the affected CCA within 20 business days.  
Nowhere in this section does PG&E state that PG&E’s transmittal of Interconnection 
Application information will only be provided to a CCA if PG&E first validates the CCA’s 
cyber security review process.  That said, PG&E does say that PG&E proposes that the 
Commission “require privacy and cybersecurity reviews for CCAs….” (PG&E Rebuttal 
Testimony at 97.)  In light of the above: 

a. Please further describe how PG&E is proposing that its TSR process for CCAs will 
be used in the context of and timing associated with PG&E’s transmittal to and a 
CCA’s receipt of Transmission Interconnection information and other information 
that PG&E agrees should be provided to CCAs under Rule 30.    

b. Without limiting the generality of request 1.a., please indicate whether PG&E 
proposes to withhold Transmission Interconnection information to an affected CCA, 
as described by PG&E on pages 95 and 96 of its rebuttal testimony, if the affected 
CCA has not yet been validated by PG&E as having proper cybersecurity controls.  
Please explain. 
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c. Without limiting the generality of request 1.a, is it more accurate to state that 
PG&E’s TSR process will be used on a voluntary basis by CCAs to improve their 
respective cybersecurity as the CCAs see best, or on a mandatory basis that must 
first be satisfied before a CCA may receive information under Rule 30?  Please 
explain.   

ANSWER 001 

a.  The TSR is a standard and required process for all third parties to complete prior to 
receiving or having access to confidential or sensitive information.  The TSR is a 
NIST-based (800-53 R5) control questionnaire.  If there are control deficiencies, 
then a formal Management Action Plan (specific steps and a due date) is drafted 
and agreed to with the CCA.  Upon approval of the Management Action Plan by the 
CCA and PG&E, PG&E would then be able to provide data to CCA.     

b.  CCAs must complete the TSR prior to receiving or having access to any customer 
confidential or sensitive data.   

c.  The TSR is only considered voluntary when a third party is not accessing any 
PG&E infrastructure or systems, or requesting access to, or copies of sensitive or 
confidential data. 
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