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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS'
In this brief, CalCCA recommends:

The information sharing protocols adopted in the Interim Decision should be made
permanent. PG&E should be directed by the Commission to send new Rule 30
applications to the impacted CCA within 20 business days of receipt, and to provide
customers with notice of CCAs’ role as generation provider, and that PG&E will be
sharing customer information with the CCA. This information will continue to be
protected under the existing PG&E-CCA NDA and Commission requirements without
additional privacy requirements.

Rule 30 Applications should be shared with PG&E’s procurement department at the same
time they are made available to the CCA.

PG&E should be directed to share preliminary load information with an impacted CCA at
the same time it is provided to the CEC.

The Commission should continue the quarterly reporting required under the Interim
Decision, clarifying that the confidential reports should be shared with impacted CCAs
under the existing PG&E-CCA NDA. Projects included in the Quarterly Reports should
be assigned a unique project identifier that can be used to track the project through the
design and construction process.

The current PG&E-CCA NDA, along with existing Commission confidentiality
requirements, is sufficient to protect customer information and PG&E’s proposed new
NDA should be rejected. To the extent that the Commission determines a new NDA is
required, it should direct the parties to collaborate on a new Rule 30 specific NDA.

PG&E’s proposed PRA and TSR requirements should be rejected as unnecessary given
the CCA role as default generation provider. The Commission should reject this attempt
to withhold customer information.

Coordination of service incorporating PG&E’s proposal for customers to provide notice
of their choice of generation service provider within 45 days of the PES is not properly
within the scope of this proceeding or necessary. To the extent that the Commission
orders coordination of service, it should direct CalCCA and PG&E to submit a Tier 2
Advice Letter implementing the coordination of service proposal offered below.

Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document.



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of Pacific Gas and Electric

Company (U 39 E) for Approval of Electric A.24-11-007
Rule No. 30 for Transmission-Level Retail

Electric Service

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S
OPENING BRIEF
The California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits this Opening Brief
regarding the Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Approval of
Electric Rule No. 30 for Transmission-Level Retail Electric Service,® (Application) pursuant to
Rule 13.12 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) Rules of Practice and
Procedure,* and Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling on Pacific Gas and

Electric Company’s Request to Implement a New Electric Rule 30 Tariff> (Scoping Ruling).

2 California Community Choice Association 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.
3 Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Approval of Electric Rule No. 30
for Transmission-Level Retail Electric Service, Application (A.) 24-11-007 (Nov. 21, 2024).
4 State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021).

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).



I. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) proposes a new Rule 30 tariff for customers
requesting interconnection from PG&E at transmission level voltages between 50 kilovolts (kV)
and 230 kV.® PG&E propo.ses its tariff to address the recent influx of applications in 2023-2024
for transmission level service, of which many are data centers: PG&E states it “has received 40
active applications for transmission level service with demand of 4 [megawatts (MW)] or greater
[and the] total combined current requested load of the 40 applications is 8,422 MW.”” While
PG&E will provide the delivery service to this potentially massive influx of new load,
community choice aggregators (CCA) are the default generation service providers for any new
load that locates in their service areas. The 11 CCAs in PG&E’s service territory provide 46
percent of the electric generation service in PG&E’s entire service territory and serve on average
92 percent of customers within their own service territories.® Consistent with their primary role
serving new customers, CCAs need information on the generation needs of the new load with
sufficient time to pursue an efficient and economic procurement strategy.

CalCCA intervened in this proceeding expressly to address the requirements of
information sharing. CalCCA’s issues are included in the proceeding as Scoping Issue 4.b.:
“What information-sharing requirements should PG&E adopt to ensure that the CCAs affected
by Rule 30-related load growth can meet projected demand in their service areas.”’ PG&E

supported CalCCA’s request for the information to be provided on an interim basis under

6 Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (U 39 E) for Approval of Electric Rule No. 30
for Transmission-Level Retail Electrical Service, A.24-11-007 (Nov. 21, 2024), at 1 (Application).
7 PG&E Testimony, at 4, lines 4-7; Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to

Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting Information on the Motion for Interim Implementation of
Electric Rule No. 30 [Public Version], A.24-11-007 (Apr. 4, 2025), at 8.

8 See CalCCA Website, “CCA: Power in Numbers™: https://cal-cca.org/cca-impact/.

? Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, A.24-11-007 (Mar. 11, 2025) (Scoping
Ruling), at 8.
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Decision (D.) 25-07-039'° (Interim Decision) issued in this proceeding, and assents to providing
these applications to CCAs on a permanent basis. PG&E has also specified that it will provide
the same information, at the same time, to its generation procurement department, which
CalCCA agrees is reasonable. In addition, PG&E has committed to providing load forecasting
information regarding Rule 30 customers to CCAs at the same time it provides such information
to the California Energy Commission (CEC), which CalCCA also agrees is reasonable.

However, PG&E seeks additional conditions, including that CCAs submit to PG&E’s
cybersecurity and privacy reviews and requirements and sign a new universal, non-disclosure
agreement (NDA) even though CCAs already treat customer information confidentially under
existing NDAs and Commission requirements. The additional conditions PG&E seeks to place
on CCAs would slow the exchange of information and create additional and unnecessary hoops
for CCAs to navigate as a precondition to receiving information about their own customers.
PG&E also proposes a timeline for a customer to identify its generation provider: 45 days after a
preliminary engineering study (PES) is complete. This timeframe represents an unspecified
period prior to the customer agreeing to move forward with the interconnection through the
execution of an Interconnection Agreement (IA) with PG&E. PG&E’s proposal is outside of the
scope of this proceeding, but it is also unreasonable given that, at the PES stage, project is still
highly uncertain., PG&E’s proposal would also reduce customer optionality.

In this brief, CalCCA therefore recommends:

e The information sharing protocols adopted in the Interim Decision should be made
permanent. PG&E should be directed by the Commission to send new Rule 30
applications to the impacted CCA within 20 business days of receipt, and to provide

customers with notice of CCAs’ role as generation provider, and that PG&E will be
sharing customer information with the CCA. This information will continue to be

10 D.25-07-039, Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying PG&E’s Motion for Interim
Implementation of Electric Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (July 28, 2020).



protected under the existing PG&E-CCA NDA and Commission requirements without
additional privacy requirements.

e Rule 30 Applications should be shared with PG&E’s procurement department at the same
time they are made available to the CCA.

e PG&E should be directed to share preliminary load information with an impacted CCA at
the same time it is provided to the CEC.

e The Commission should continue the quarterly reporting required under the Interim
Decision, clarifying that the confidential reports should be shared with impacted CCAs
under the existing PG&E-CCA NDA. Projects included in the Quarterly Reports should
be assigned a unique project identifier that can be used to track the project through the
design and construction process.

e The current PG&E-CCA NDA, along with existing Commission confidentiality
requirements, is sufficient to protect customer information and PG&E’s proposed new
NDA should be rejected. To the extent that the Commission determines a new NDA is
required, it should direct the parties to collaborate on a new Rule 30 specific NDA.

e PG&E’s proposed Privacy Risk Assessment (PRA) and Third-Party Cyber-Security
Review (TSR) requirements should be rejected as unnecessary given the CCA role as
default generation provider.

e Coordination of service incorporating PG&E’s proposal for customers to provide notice
of their choice of generation service provider within 45 of the PES is not properly within
the scope of this proceeding or necessary. To the extent that the Commission orders
coordination of service, it should direct CalCCA and PG&E to file a Tier 2 Advice Letter
implementing the coordination of service proposal offered below.
The information sharing principles that PG&E and CalCCA have already agreed to will provide
both the CCAs and PG&E the opportunity for cost-effective and affordable procurement.
PG&E’s additional requests are unnecessary and would reduce customer optionality. The
Commission should continue the information sharing framework adopted in the Interim Decision
with limited clarifications and expansions to ensure that CCAs receive all necessary updates on
new large load customers.
IL. BACKGROUND

A. Factual Background

Certain facts underlie CCA’s position in this proceeding:



e CCAs were enabled through AB 117.!! As described by the Commission, CCAs as
“governmental entities formed by cities and counties to serve the energy requirements of
their local residents and businesses.”!?

e Terms and conditions for generation customers of PG&E and the CCAs are memorialized
in Rule 23, which includes the process for customers opting out of CCA service and
electing to take PG&E bundled service instead. '

e PG&E and CalCCA agree that CCAs are the default providers for generation service in
the territories that the CCAs serve.'

e @Given the predicted influx of large loads in the CCAs’ service territories, the CCAs must
prepare to provide generation service for much of the load, given PG&E has reported that
“a significant number of the very large load applications received thus far are for projects
within areas service by [CCAs].” !>

e (CCAs need adequate time to cost-effectively procure for Rule 30 large load customers,
and therefore need information regarding these customers prior to energization.'®

e There are currently no standards in place for sharing information between PG&E and
CCAs related to new large load customers interconnecting under Rule 30,!7 except for the
information sharing approved on an interim basis in the Interim Decision.

B. Procedural Background
Originally, a group of CCAs located in the PG&E territory (Joint CCAs) jointly
intervened in this proceeding to represent the needs of their individual CCAs.'® The Joint CCAs

requested that the scope of this proceeding include information sharing related to new large

loads.!” The Scoping Ruling included as Issue 4.b. in this proceeding: “What information-

1 Assembly Bill 117, Ch. 838, Stats 2002 (Sept. 24, 2002) (amending Pub. Util. Code Sections
218.3, 366, 394, and 394.25 and adding Sections 331.1, 366.2, and 381.1).

12 D.04-12-046, Order Resolving Phase 1 Issues on Pricing and Costs Attributable to Community,
R.03-10-003 (Dec. 16, 2004), at 1.

13 Exh. PG&E-09, passim.

14 Exh. CalCCA-01, at 6, lines 23-25; Exh. PG&E-04 at 91, line 29-92, line 2.

15 See Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (U 39 E) Response to the California Public Advocates
Office’s Motion to Amend the General Rate Case Phase Il Scoping Memo to Include Issues from
Application 24-11-007, A.24-09-014 (Apr. 17, 2025), at 11 (“in California, retail choice means that
PG&E may not be the Load Serving Entity that provides generation service to new very large load
customers, even where PG&E is the utility providing delivery services from its transmission or
distribution lines. A significant number of the very large load applications received thus far are for
projects within areas served by [CCAs],...."”).

16 Exh. Cal-CCA-01, at 9, line 17 to 17, line 2.

17 Exh. CalCCA-01, at 8, lines 6-7; Exh. PG&E-04, at 9, lines 6-12.

18 Response of the Joint Community Choice Aggregators, A.24-11-007 (Dec. 23, 2024).

19 Joint Prehearing Conference Statement, A.24-11-007 (Jan. 17, 2025), at 3.



sharing requirements should PG&E adopt to ensure that the CCAs affected by Rule 30-related
load growth can meet projected demand in their service areas.”?’ On June 6, 2025, CalCCA
submitted a Motion for Party Status in this proceeding given the “commonality of interests
among CCAs and CalCCA’s involvement in other, related proceedings.”?! The Commission
granted CalCCA’s motion on June 18, 2025.?2 On June 18, 2025, CalCCA requested a
modification to the procedural schedule to allow for surrebuttal testimony on PG&E’s rebuttal
testimony, which would be the first time PG&E addressed Issue 4.b. The Administrative Law
Judge issued a ruling providing for this schedule modification on June 19, 2025,%* CalCCA
served testimony in this proceeding on June 30, 2025, addressing Issue 4.b.?* After PG&E
addressed Issue 4.b. in its August 19, 2024, Rebuttal Testimony,? CalCCA served its Surrebuttal
Testimony on September 8, 2025.2°

Meanwhile, PG&E submitted its Motion for Interim Implementation of the Rule 30 tariff
on January 24, 2025 (Interim Motion).?” The Joint CCAs responded to the Interim Motion on
February 10, 2025, recommending that the Interim Motion be denied.?® The Commission issued
a Proposed Decision granting and partly denying the Interim Motion.?° CalCCA submitted

extensive opening comments on the Proposed Decision outlining the policy supporting the

20 Scoping Ruling at 8.

2 California Community Choice Association’s Motion for Party Status, A.24-11-007 (June 6,
2025), at 3.
2 E-Mail Ruling Granting CalCCA’s Motion for Party Status, A.24-11-007 (June 18, 2025), at 1.
23 E-Mail Ruling Modifying the Procedural Schedule, A.24-11-007 (June 19, 2025), at 1.

24 Exh. CalCCA-01.

2 Exh. PG&E-04, at 90-102.

26 Exh. CalCCA-02.

27 PG&E’s Motion for Interim Implementation of Electric Rule 30, A.24-11-007 (Jan. 24, 2025).
28 Response of the Joint Community Choice Aggregators to PG&E’s Motion for Interim
Implementation, A.24-11-007 (Feb. 10, 2025), at 2.

29 Proposed Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying PG&E’s Motion for Interim
Implementation of Electric Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (June 20, 2025).



implementation of CalCCA’s proposed information sharing principles on an interim basis.>°
PG&E and CalCCA each submitted reply comments on the Proposed Decision highlighting the
common position agreed to by the parties regarding information sharing and recommending
modifications to the Proposed Decision to reflect this agreement.®' Consistent with the PG&E
and CalCCA comments, the Interim Decision directs PG&E to share applications for Rule 30
interconnection within 20 business days with any impacted CCA and institutes quarterly
reporting.>? The Interim Decision is discussed further throughout Section I11.D.2.b. below.

C. Policy Issues: CCA Policy Position

CalCCA’s governing principle for information-sharing requirements is that when PG&E
receives information on a new large load, the default provider CCA should also receive that
information consistent with confidentiality requirements, to enable the CCA to work with the
customer and maximize the potential for efficient procurement—there is no justification for
delay.*® Consistent with this principle, CalCCA’s proposals in this proceeding all serve to
maximize the optionality for new large loads locating in California.

III.  DISCUSSION

A. Issue 1 — Reasonableness: Are the provisions of Electric Rule 30 just
and reasonable for the new transmission level customers and the
existing ratepayers?

CalCCA takes no position on Issue 1 or its subparts.

30 CalCCA’s Comments on the Proposed Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying PG&E'’s

Motion for Interim Implementation of Electric Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (July 10, 2025) (CalCCA
PD Comments).

31 PG&E’s Reply Comments on Proposed Decision Regarding Interim Implementation, A.24-11-
007 (July 15, 2025) at 1-2 (PG&E PD Reply Comments); CalCCA’s Reply Comments on the Proposed
Decision Partly Granting and Partly Denying PG&E’s Motion for Interim Implementation of Electric
Rule Number 30, A.24-11-007 (July 15, 2025), at 1-2.

32 D.25-07-039, Ordering Paragraphs (OP) 6-7, at 52-53.

3 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 5, lines 1-4; Exh. CalCCA-02, at 2, lines 21-24.



1.

Issue 1.a: Is the current process for customers requesting electric
service at transmission voltages efficient and adequate?

B. Issue 2 — Jurisdiction, Statutes, and Decisions: Does Electric Rule 30 align
with existing laws, regulations, or other Commission decisions?

CalCCA takes no position on Issue 2 or its subparts.

1.

2.

Issue 2.a: How should the Commission determine what parts of
PG&E’s Rule 30 proposal are within the CPUC or FERC’s
jurisdiction?

Issue 2.b: Is Section 783 applicable to Electric Rule 30?

C. Issue 3 - Rates, Cost Causation, and Allocation: For each of the four
electrical facility types to interconnect customers at the transmission
level — Facility Type 1: Transmission Service Facilities, Facility Type 2:
Transmission Interconnection Upgrades, Facility Type 3: Transmission
Interconnection Network Upgrades, and Facility Type 4: Transmission
Network Upgrades —

CalCCA takes no position on Issue 3 or its subparts.

1.

Issue 3.a: How should the Commission determine cost causation to
ensure that beneficiaries pay for Facility Types 1-4?

Issue 3.b: Is there a jurisdictional split between FERC and CPUC
costs for these transmission-level load interconnections for Facility
Types 1-4? If so, what is the split?

Issue 3.c: How should PG&E account for and recover costs accrued
under CPUC jurisdictional rates and those under FERC
jurisdictional rates?

Issue 3.d: How should the Commission allocate the cost of new
transmission-level infrastructure between existing ratepayers and the
transmission-level applicant to ensure the allocation of costs is
commensurate with the benefits of the facilities for ratepayers and the
applicant?

Issue 3.e: How will the load from new transmission-level customers
affect electric service and reliability, electric utility revenue
requirement, and electric rates for existing customers?

Issue 3.f: Are the proposed refund provisions of customer Advances,
Actual Cost Payments, and reimbursement for Contributions and
costs associated with Applicant Build Facilities over a 10-year period



10.

11.

reasonable? If so, why? If not, what alternative should the
Commission consider?

Issue 3.g: Is PG&E’s Base Annual Refund Process (BARC) a
reasonable methodology to determine when applicants are eligible for
refunds?

Issue 3.h: What is the process and timeline for adding costs, including
refunds for new facilities to the ratebase (for all impacted
jurisdictions)?

Issue 3.i: Is it reasonable for PG&E to provide outstanding refunds to
subsequent customers prior to or during the refund period based on
the use of Transmission Interconnection Upgrades (Facility Type 2)
and/or Transmission Interconnection Network Upgrades (Facility
Type 3)?

Issue 3.j: Is PG&E’s proposal to enter into a pre-funding loan to build
Transmission Network Upgrades reasonable? How will this impact
ratemaking?

Issue 3.k: Does Rule 30 sufficiently protect ratepayers from financial
risk from stranded costs and/or make ratepayers whole for any
shortfall between the projected and actual revenue and load from
Rule 30 customers over the 10-year reimbursement period? If not,
what additional rules should the Commission adopt?

D. ISSUE 4: Reporting

1.

Issue 4.a: Should the Commission establish reporting requirements
for these Transmission level projects in this proceeding to inform
related electric system planning processes? For example, reporting of
projected load from Rule 30 customers could help to inform load
forecasting.

CalCCA’s recommendation regarding reporting requirements for Transmission level

projects and/or projected load from Rule 30 customers, to inform load forecasting and for CCA

procurement purposes, is set forth in its answer to Issue 4.b below.

2.

Issue 4.b: What information sharing requirements should PG&E
adopt to ensure that the CCAs affected by Rule 30 related load
growth can meet projected demand in their service areas?

As noted above, CalCCA’s governing principle for information-sharing requirements is

that when PG&E receives information on a new large load, the default provider CCA should



also receive that information consistent with confidentiality requirements, to enable the CCA
to work with the customer and maximize the potential for efficient procurement—there is no
justification for delay.>* The Commission has approved information sharing consistent with this
principle on an interim basis in the Interim Decision. The Commission should adopt the same
information-sharing requirements on a permanent basis and reject PG&E’s additional proposed
conditions as unnecessary and/or out of scope.

a. California Law and Commission-Approved Electric Rules

Establish CCAs as the Default Providers of Generation
Service, as PG&E acknowledges

All currently operating CCAs serve as the default providers of generation service for all
customers (residential and non-residential) in their service areas, subject to each customer’s
ability to opt out of CCA service.*> CCA customers continue to receive delivery service from the
investor-owned utility (IOU) serving their location. Consistent with their role as default
providers, CCAs currently provide 46 percent of electric generation service in PG&E’s entire
service territory (including areas of PG&E’s service territory not served by a CCA).%¢

California Public Utilities Code section 366.2(b),?” the statute enabling CCAs, requires
any potential public agency seeking to operate a CCA to “offer the opportunity to purchase

electricity to all residential customers within its jurisdiction.”*® While the statute does not

explicitly require a CCA to offer non-residential service, it does require that the CCA offer to its

4 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 5, lines 1-4; Exh. CalCCA-02, at 2, lines 21-24.

3 3 TR 416:11-13 (CalCCA Mitchell).

36 Exh. CalCCA-001 at 6, citing, California Energy Demand 2023 Baseline LSE and BAA Tables,
Form 1.1c (energy demand for 2023): https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=255153. See
also D.24-12-038, Decision Approving Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 2025 Energy Resource
Recovery Account Related Forecast Revenue Requirement and 2025 Electric Sales Forecast, A.24-05-
009 (Dec. 19, 2024), at 38 (“PG&E expects CCA and [Direct Access] providers to serve nearly two-thirds
of total system sales in 2025.”).

37 All Section references hereinafter are to the California Public Utilities Code unless otherwise
stated.

38 Section 366.2(b).
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https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=255153

»39 and “equitable treatment of all classes of customers.”*’ While

customers “universal access
under strict statutory language, a new CCA forming could have the opportunity to only serve
residential customers, to the extent that a CCA offers non-residential service, the CCA is
required to offer its customers universal access and equitable treatment. Currently, all operating
CCAs offer non-residential service.*!

The choice of service provider solely belongs to the customer. Once the CCA offers
service, it is bound to serve customers in its service territory subject to each customer’s choice to
opt out. Section 366.2(¢c)(2) directs that “[i]f no negative declaration is made by a customer, that
customer shall be served through the community choice aggregation program.”* PG&E’s
Electric Rule 23.K.2 directs that “[c]Justomers establishing electric service within a CCA service
area shall be automatically enrolled in CCA Service at the time their electric service becomes
active unless the customer submits a request to the CCA to opt-out and the CCA provides
notification to PG&E of any such opt out request.”* Electric Rule 23.G. further specifies that if
a customer is in a CCA service area and does not opt out of CCA service, the CCA will serve the
customer.* PG&E testified that it “agrees with this interpretation and understands that, unless a

potential transmission customer located in a CCA’s service area opts out of CCA service, that

customer will be provided with generation service by the CCA.”* As the legally recognized,

39 Section 366.2(c)(4).

40 Section 366.2(c)(6).

4 3 TR 430:9-12 (CalCCA Mitchell).

42 Section 366.2(c)(2) (emphasis added).

4 Exh. PG&E-09 at Sheet 32 (emphasis added).

44 1d., Sheet 25 (“Pursuant to D.05-12-041, all customers, including active Direct Access customers,
located within a CCA’s service area that have been offered service by the CCA that do not affirmatively
decline such service (opt-out), shall be served by the CCA.”).

+ Exh. PGE-04 at 91, line 29-92, line 2.
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acknowledged, and established default provider of generation service to these new customers,

information on the new loads should be provided to CCAs with no undue delay.

b. CalCCA’s Recommended Information-Sharing Requirements
Adopted in the Interim Decision are Supported by PG&E and
Should be Adopted Permanently

Consistent with CalCCA’s governing principle in this proceeding, CalCCA’s testimony

in this proceeding recommends the following information sharing requirements:

Load Inquiries Prior to Interconnection Application. For loads for which no
application for interconnection service under Rule 30 (Interconnection Application) has
been submitted to PG&E, but a load inquiry has been made to PG&E and PG&E is
incorporating the forecast into internal or external forecasts, PG&E should report to
CCAs on a quarterly basis the approximate location, size, and anticipated timeline for
integrating the new load. Information should be provided on a per-project basis with a
unique identifier that protects the customer's identity if the customer does not wish to
have their information shared with the CCA.

Post-Interconnection Application. When an Interconnection Application has been
submitted, PG&E should provide each affected CCA a copy of the Interconnection
Application within 20 calendar days of submission to PG&E, as further described below
in Section III.B., customer name, location, facility type (e.g., data center, commercial,
retail, manufacturing), capacity ramp schedule, on-site generation, and requested and
current expected timing for the interconnection (Key Large Load Information).!! PG&E
should also provide all already submitted 1A, and any additional Key Large Load
Information, to an affected CCA within 20 calendar days of a Commission directive to do
SO.

Quarterly Reports. PG&E should provide each affected CCA with quarterly reports that
provide updates on the proposed interconnection timelines related to Interconnection
Applications, and any changes to Key Large Load Information.*®

CalCCA’s proposed information sharing requirements would provide any impacted CCA with

the information required to work with new Rule 30 customers on their procurement needs at the

earliest reasonable point in the process. Additionally, the CCA would receive regular updates

regarding when certain milestones occur. CalCCA made these same proposals in response to the

46

Exh. CalCCA-01 at 4, lines 9-34.
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Proposed Decision on interim implementation of the Rule 30 Tariff.*’ Throughout the pendency

of this proceeding, CalCCA and PG&E have reached agreement on CalCCA’s proposals as

described further below.

In comments on the Proposed Decision on the Interim Motion, PG&E agreed to the

CalCCA information sharing proposal for applications within 20 business days and quarterly

reporting.*® Notably, PG&E did not agree to sharing information regarding load inquiries on an

interim basis.*’ The Interim Decision adopted the agreed-on proposals and found that “CCAs and

other load serving entities can utilize timely information for resource planning and reliability in

response to the system load.”>® The Interim Decision currently directs PG&E to:

Share Applications for Rule 30 Interconnection with the impacted CCA within 20
business days of receipt. The information is shared pursuant to D.12-08-045,°! including
the existing NDA between PG&E and each CCA, and without any additional
requirements. >’

Notice customers regarding the role of CCAs and information sharing with CCAs within
20 business days of the customer’s submission of a Transmission Interconnection

Application with PG&E.>?

Share updated customer information through quarterly reporting to the Commission and
parties to the proceeding, describing customer Rule 30 agreements for transmission
project work, updates on the transmission interconnection timeline, changes to key
customer information, and any lessons learned to date based on the interim
implementation. PG&E’s first quarterly report was due for the calendar quarter
immediately following the adoption date of the decision.>*

47
48
49
50
51

CalCCA PD Comments at 2-3.

PG&E PD Reply Comments at 1-2.

PG&E PD Reply Comments at 1-2.

D.25-07-039, at 47, Finding of Fact 30.

D.12-08-045, Decision Extending Privacy Protections to Customers of Gas Corporations and

Community Choice Aggregators, and to Residential and Small Commercial Customers of Electric Service
Providers, R.08-12-009 (Aug. 23, 2012).

52
53
54

Interim Decision at 52-53, OP 7.

Id. at 55, OP 7.
Id. at 38, at 49, Conclusion of Law 13.
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PG&E’s rebuttal testimony, submitted after the Interim Decision, reflects significant
additional areas of agreement between PG&E and CalCCA which will make permanent the
interim information-sharing requirements directed by the Interim Decision. Specifically,

CalCCA and PG&E agree that:

e Large loads customers have an opportunity of choosing where they locate.>

e Asdiscussed further in section II1.D.2.a. above, CCAs are the default providers of
generation service in their service territories.>¢

e [t is reasonable to share new applications for Rule 30 Interconnection within 20 business
days with both the affected CCA and PG&E’s Energy Procurement Organization.>’

e The Rule 30 Tariff should include an updated retail service definition specifying
application of the tariff to delivery service as well as notice to applicants that their
information will be shared with the impacted CCA in both the tariff and Rule 30
Application.®

PG&E also agrees that the quarterly reporting required under the Interim Decision should
continue under the permanent adoption of the tariff.>* CalCCA recommends limited
clarifications to the quarterly reports:

e (Confidential versions of any reports sent to the Commission should be provided
simultaneously with the affected CCA(s) subject to the existing PG&E-CCA NDA. %

e Projects should be given a project identification numbers that allow the Commission,
CCA and PG&E to clearly track progress of projects through the process and will inform
consideration of future large load demand.®!

e The Commission should direct PG&E to hold meetings to discuss the Quarterly Reports
as requested by CCAs to address any questions of clarifications on the content of the
reports.

33 Exh. PG&E-04 at 91, lines 16-19; Exh. CalCCA-01 at 4, lines 11-18.

36 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 6, line 20 t09, line 14; Exh. PG&E-04 at 91, line 21-92. Line 2.

7 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 3, line 43 to 4, line 56; Exh. PG&E-04 at 95, line 22-96, line 2; PG&E-04 at
101, lines 5-13.

>8 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 9, line 1-20, line 22; Exh. PG&E-04 at 96, line 7 to 97, line 9.

» Exh. PG&E-04 at 96, lines 3-6.

60 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 4, line 62 to 5, line 69.

6l Id. at 5, lines 71-74.

62 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 5, lines 79-83.
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These limited clarifications do not materially impact the resources required for the quarterly
report and should be adopted in a final decision.

In addition, PG&E proposes and CalCCA agrees that information on Rule 30 load
forecasts should be shared with impacted CCAs when that information is shared with the CEC.%?
Among other data points, the CCA procurement strategy is informed by the Integrated Energy
Policy Report (IEPR) published by the CEC, and receiving only the aggregate load forecast from
the IEPR is insufficient information for planning for new loads.®* Consistent with these
information needs, CalCCA proposed that PG&E provide the data underlying its forecasts of
load with the CCAs.% Between Rebuttal and Surrebuttal Testimony, PG&E agreed to provide
the “load inquiry shared with the CEC at the same time PG&E shares it with the CEC” under the
terms of the NDA.® The final decision in this proceeding should memorialize this agreement.

c. PG&E’s Proposed Additional Hurdles Will Undermine
Efficient Coordination Between PG&E and CCAs

While PG&E agrees that it is reasonable for Rule 30 Applications to be shared with the
affected CCA(s), it proposes new requirements before PG&E shares information on the CCA’s
own customer with the CCA. PG&E proposes the Commission:

e Require a new universal NDA to replace the existing NDA between the CCAs and PG&E
which already provides adequate protection regarding customer information; %’

e Grant PG&E authority to require any CCA receiving Rule 30 information to complete
PG&E cybersecurity and privacy reviews;® and

e Adopt timelines for coordination of service between PG&E and the CCA for Rule 30
customer loads, including timelines for the Rule 30 customer to provide notice to the

63 Id. at 3, lines 30-39.

o4 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 13, line 15 to 14, line 4.
63 Id. at 5, lines 7-15.

66 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 3, lines 35-39.

67 Exh. PG&E-04 at 97, line 26 to 99, line 21.
o8 Id. at 99, line 187 to 101, line 4.
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CCA and PG&E whether the customer will take default service from the CCA or has
elected to receive service from PG&E. %

As demonstrated below, these proposals are unnecessary, inconsistent with Commission
precedent, and/or out of scope for this proceeding. Therefore, PG&E’s proposals should be
rejected and not be a part of any permanent approval of the Rule 30 Tariff.
i. PG&E’s Proposal for a New Universal NDA Should be
Rejected as the Existing Universal NDA Provides

Adequate Protection, as Confirmed by the Interim
Decision

PG&E’s proposal for a new universal NDA should be rejected as the existing universal
NDA required by the Commission provides adequate protection, as confirmed by the Interim
Decision. As acknowledged by PG&E, there is a current NDA in place between PG&E and each
CCA: “the NDA was last approved by the Commission on February 4, 2021 in connection with
AL 6050-E (“2021 CCA NDA™). The form NDA is currently reflected in PG&E Sample Form
No. 79-1031.”7° Pursuant to the Interim Decision, the Rule 30 Application information is being
shared with the CCAs on an interim basis pursuant to this existing NDA and the confidentiality
protections set forth in D.12-08-045.

PG&E requests that the Commission adopt a new “comprehensive NDA that will protect
all confidential PG&E and customer information shared with CCAs.””! According to PG&E, the
new NDA “closely mirrors the language found in [the] 2021 CCA NDA”"? and also

“incorporates language from the [Emergency Load Reduction Program] NDA.””?

6 Id. at 101, line 15 to 102, line21.
70 Id. at 98, lines 1-4.

7 Id. at 98, lines 7-8.

72 Id. at 98, line 14.

7 Id. at 98, line 25.
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PG&E does not provide any evidence or argument to explain why the existing NDA
provides sufficient protection, as confirmed by the Interim Decision, but a new NDA is required
to provide this information on a permanent basis. The current NDA, as noted by PG&E, is
explicitly approved by the Commission; there is no explanation for why its terms now do not
provide sufficient protection.

The Commission should reject this proposal as:

e Existing law and Commission precedent obligate PG&E to continue to provide
relevant customer information to CCAs under existing NDAs;

e PG&E’s proposal to replace the existing NDA framework exceeds the scope of
this proceeding; and

e PG&E’s reliance on the Emergency Load Reduction Program (ELRP) is
misplaced as the ELRP terms are unapproved.

To the extent that the Commission believes changes to the existing NDA are required, the
Commission should direct parties to collaborate on a new, narrow NDA for the purposes of Rule
30 only. The resulting NDA should be submitted to the Commission via a Tier 2 Advice Letter
within 60 days.
(a) Existing Law and Commission Precedent
Obligate PG&E to Continue to Provide Relevant
Customer Information to CCAs Under the
Existing NDA
Section 366.2(¢c)(9) requires IOUs to “cooperate fully with any community choice
aggregators that investigate, pursue, or implement community choice aggregation programs.””*

The Commission interpreted section 366.2 to provide the CCAs, potential or established, with

information on all customers, whether the customer is with the utility or the CCA:

74 Section 366.2(c)(9).
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[W]e read the plain language of the statute to mean relevant
information must be provided on demand, without distinguishing
between a customer who is still with the utility or a customer of the
CCA or between the time a CCA is created and the time it provides
service. By law, CCAs are entitled to receive certain types of
information as long as they are investigating, pursuing or
implementing a CCA program.”

The Commission goes on to highlight that section 366.2(c)(13)(A) requires the CCA to take
responsibility for opt-out notices, and “the CCA cannot satisfy this responsibility without access
to customer names and addresses.””® The Commission concludes “if the Legislature had intended

for customer information to remain with the utility, it would have not required the CCA to issue

the opt-out notices.”””

Consistent with its interpretation of the statute, the Commission in D.04-12-046 directs
the IOUs to:

[P]rovide all relevant usage information, load data and customer
information to CCAs. The CCA shall sign nondisclosure agreements
for any confidential information that is not masked or aggregated.
We will also require that all notices relevant to CCA programs
inform customers that the utility may share customer information
with the CCA and that the CCA may not use the utility’s information
for any purpose other than to facilitate provision of energy
services.”®

The Commission further agreed with the assumption in the CCA enabling legislation (AB 117)
that “CCAs can be entrusted with confidential customer information.”” Consistent with this
direction, all CCAs have executed NDAs with PG&E which have been reviewed by the

Commission.®°

» D.04-12-046, at 50.

76 1d.

i 1d.

8 D.04-12-046, at 52 (emphasis added).
” Id. at 51.

80 PG&E-04 at 97, line 28 to 98, line 4.
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In D.12-08-045, the Commission made various additional determinations with respect to
CCAs’ access to and responsibility for customer information.®! The Commission was clear that
CCAs’ access to and use of customer information are on par with the IOUs’ access to and use of
such information. The Commission cited its “full authority to require CCAs which receive . . .
data from [the IOUs] to comply with privacy rules,” and stated that its privacy policy broadly
affords “CCAs with all rights to data that it requests.”* The only condition for access to
customer information is that the CCA enter into an NDA with the IOU, which all CCAs have.®’
The existing NDAs between PG&E and the CCAs “govern the disclosure of [PG&E’s]
confidential customer information to CCA” to “implement CCA pursuant to [Section 366.2]. . .
"% Given the Commission’s directives and that PG&E and each CCA already have existing
NDAs covering such customer information, PG&E should provide the CCAs with the Rule 30
customer information subject to the existing NDA.

The Interim Decision directed that PG&E provide the CCAs with information on the new
Rule 30 customers subject to the existing NDA and Commission directives. Further, as noted by
PG&E itself, the terms of the new NDA “closely mirror” the terms of the existing NDA.%
Requesting that the CCAs now negotiate and sign a new comprehensive NDA, which closely
mirrors the NDA already in place, to receive information that is already being shared with them,

would be an unnecessary step to providing CCAs with information on their own customers.

81 D.12-08-045 at 4, 23-26.
82 1d.
83 Id

84 PG&E-04 at AtchJ-1. This attachment is a redline of the existing NDA, PG&E Form 79-1031.
85 Id. at 98, lines 12-14.
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(b) PG&E’s Proposal to Replace the Existing NDA
Framework Exceeds the Scope of this Proceeding
and Should Be Rejected

It is outside of the reasonable scope of this proceeding to adopt a new universal NDA for
all PG&E CCAs. While the Scoping Ruling identified information sharing between CCAs and
PG&E as an issue in this proceeding, the information sharing is related to Rule 30 only. PG&E,
however, seeks approval of a new universal NDA that would replace the current NDA between
PG&E and all the CCAs, a reach far beyond the Rule 30 information sharing.®

Further, this is an unreasonable approach given that it is not necessarily the case that
every CCA in PG&E’s territory will receive Rule 30 Applications from PG&E and if they do,
will receive it at the same time. Some CCAs may not have any load requiring a Rule 30
application given their geography, population, and other attributes. Even if all CCAs ultimately
receive Rule 30 applications, they will likely come in at different times, with each CCA entering
into the NDA at a different time. Ultimately, as CCAs are required to enter into a new and
different agreement with PG&E , the result could be a patchwork of NDAs covering the different
CCAs. To the extent that PG&E believes a new universal NDA is necessary, it should pursue
these changes in a venue that has a broader scope.

(¢) PG&E’s Reliance on the ELRP NDA is
Misplaced as the ELRP Terms are Unapproved

PG&E highlights that “[t]he proposed NDA incorporates language from the ELRP NDA
in its sections on compliance with applicable law and the security measures required to protect

confidential information.”®” In the ELRP proceeding, the Joint CCAs have proposed information

86 Exh. PG&E-04 at 97, line 28 to 98, line 9.
87 Id. at 98, lines 25-27.
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sharing on programs offered by the CCA to ensure that there is not dual enrollment.® The
Commission directed PG&E “to work with the CCAs to develop a non-disclosure agreement
modeled after the one used to prevent dual enrollment in energy efficiency.”® The Commission,
however, did not order PG&E to file the ELRP NDA and the Commission has never previously
approved the ELRP NDA language.”® Certain CCAs have not signed the proposed ELRP NDA
because the terms PG&E requires are unacceptable to those CCAs.

(d) Any Changes to the NDA Should be Narrow and
Reflect Collaboration on its Terms

PG&E suggests the type of information being shared as a justification for a new NDA:
“the new draft NDA also references the types of information that will be shared ...such as retail
transmission applications, PES reports, and executed Interconnection Agreements.”! The
existing NDA, however, is sufficient for sharing Rule 30 application information, especially in
light of the information already being shared under the Interim Decision.

However, if the Commission determines that a new NDA must be adopted for PG&E to
provide the Rule 30 information on a permanent basis, the Commission should direct CalCCA
and PG&E to work together to adopt a new narrow expansion of the approved NDA
incorporating the Rule 30 specific information that will be submitted to the Commission as a
form agreement via a Tier 2 Advice Letter within 60 days of the final decision in this proceeding.
This new Rule 30 NDA should be in addition to, and should not replace, the existing universal

NDA:s in place between PG&E and the CCAs.

88 D.23-12-005, Decision Directing Certain Investor-Owned Utilities” Demand Response Programs,

Pilots, and Budgets for the Years 2024-2027, A.22-05-002, A.22-05-003, A.22-05-004 (Dec. 14, 2023), at
178-180.

8 Id. at 219, OP 11.

9% 1d.

ol Exh. PG&E-04 at 98, lines 17-20.
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ii. PG&E Should Not Be Allowed to Withold Rule 30
Customer Information Pending Cybersecurity or
Privacy Reviews

PG&E proposes that it be allowed to submit the CCAs to PG&E’s own PRA and TSR
before PG&E shares the Rule 30 information with the CCA. While some CCAs in years past
agreed to such review unrelated to large load customers,”? some have not. And no CCA has
acquiesced to PG&E’s request in relation to Rule 30 applications. Under the Interim Decision,
the Rule 30 Application information is being shared with the CCAs now, under the existing
NDAs, without the PRA or TSR requirements,”® even though not all CCAs have completed the
PRA and TSR.** If PG&E’s proposal were to be adopted, it would give PG&E sole discretion to
withhold information on the CCA’s own customers, delaying the delivery of customer
information. The Commission should reject this proposal as:

e CCAs are government entities and should not be subject to vendor-like oversight;

e The voluntary actions of some CCAs is not evidence that the PRA and TSR are
reasonable requirements; and

e Contrary to Commission precedent, the imposition of the PRA or TSR requirements
could delay CCA access to its own customer information.

92 3 TR 335:5-9 (PG&E Guttierez): “Q Okay. Did Pioneer Clean Energy, San Jose Clean -Energy,
MCE, Redwood Coast Clean Energy -- and Redwood Coast Clean Energy all voluntarily participate in
the TSRs A Yes.”; 3 TR 337:7-10 (PG&E Guttierez): “Were these all done voluntarily on behalf of the
CCAs? In other words, did the CCAs voluntarily participate in the PRA? A Yeah.”

9 3 TR 345:8-12 (PG&E Guttierez): “Is PG&E currently providing that information under the
interim decision in this case to CCAs? A Yes, we did. Sorry. We provided applications to them right after
the case -- the interim case was approved.”

94 3 TR 330:17-331:2 (PG&E Guttierez): “Q Has PG&E completed a third-party cybersecurity
review on every CCA with which it currently shares customer information? A For Rule 30? Q Just under
existing rules. A- Oh.- Everyone? No. Q Okay. What about the privacy -- privacy risk assessment? It's
PRA. A PRA. Q Has that been completed on all CCAs with which you currently share customer
information? A No, it has not, on all of them; but, there are a number that have gone through the
processes.”
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(a) CCAs are Government Entities and the
Commission Should Reject PG&E’s Attempt to
Impose Vendor-Like Oversight

It is not necessary for CCAs to undergo the same scrutiny as PG&E’s third-party vendors
to receive customer information from PG&E. CCAs are not third-party vendors. Instead, as
stated by the Commission:

AB 117 assumes, as we do, that CCAs can be entrusted with
confidential customer information. Unlike energy service providers
offering direct access, CCAs are government agencies. As long as
some basic protections are in place, the risks of providing
confidential information to these entities is outweighed by the
dictates of the statute and the potential benefits CCA customers
would realize only if CCAs have the information they need to make

fully informed decisions regarding energy procurement, service
requirements and resource planning decisions.*’

In D.05-12-041, the Commission affirmed the protections provided to CCA customers by virtue
of the CCA’s status as government entities: “We are confident that existing law protects CCA
customers. Entities of local government, such as CCAs, are subject to numerous laws that will
have the effect of protecting CCA customers and promoting accountability by CCAs.”?° In
addition and as noted above, the CCAs are subject to the Commission’s oversight on the security
of their customer’s information,®’ including the requirements of D.12-08-045.%

Rather than acknowledging the special role that CCAs play in generation services and
that the CCAs have already signed NDAs, PG&E seeks to insert itself into the role of sole
gatekeeper over customer information by requiring the CCA to complete a PG&E-designed PRA

and TSR before PG&E will provide customer information. PG&E’s witness confirmed that,

95 D.04-12-046 at 51 (emphasis added).

% D.05-12-041, Decision Resolving Phase 2 Issues on Implementation of Community Choice
Aggregation Program and Related Matters, R.03-10-003 (Dec. 15, 2005), at 10.

o7 Exh, CalCCA-002 at 6, lines 100-101.

8 Exh. CalCCA-002 at 7, line 116.
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under its proposal, the utility would require CCA’s to make changes to confirm to its TSR before
sharing Rule 30 applications.’”” No Load-Serving Entity (LSE) should have the authority to
subject other LSEs to a review process that it alone designed, controlled, and implements.

Further, PG&E suggests that it can require changes to CCA cyber-security practices:
“any deviations from PG&E standards for cybersecurity needs to be promptly remediated.” '™ As
an initial matter, PG&E’s statement ignores that a CCA could have more stringent cyber-security
practices than PG&E. More importantly, PG&E, an investor-owned corporation, should not
dictate the cyber-security practices of local government entities. Lastly, allowing PG&E‘s
request provides PG&E with the sole ability to shift the goalposts by to modifying its PRA and
TSR to whatever PG&E alone decides is reasonable at any time - and then to deny customer
information to its competitors based on PG&E’s own subjective determination. The Commission
should refuse to provide PG&E this power.

(b) PG&E Cannot Justify Mandatory Cybersecurity

and Privacy Review on the Voluntary Actions of
Some CCAs

PG&E points to the fact that in the past, certain CCAs have completed the PRA and TSR
as evidence that it is reasonable for PG&E to adopt this gatekeeper role for a// CCAs. Certain
CCAs’ voluntary submission to these reviews does not make it reasonable for the reviews to

become a requirement.'! PG&E acknowledges that the CCAs that have completed the PRA and

9 3 TR 329:18-24 (PG&E Gutierrez): “- Q If -- if your testimony -- if your proposal and your
testimony was adopted by the Commission, if you found that you wanted to change a CCA's
cybersecurity proposal -- or cybersecurity rule, if PG&E requested that change, you could require the
CCA to make that change before you shared the application. Correct? A That's my understanding.”
100 Exh. PG&E-04 at 100, lines 3-4 (emphasis added).

101 Exh. CalCCA-002 at 6, lines 106-108.
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TSRs did so voluntarily.!?> Some of these PRA and TSRs were completed in the context of the
CCA participating in Energy Efficiency and ELRP programs.'®* Some CCAs choosing to
voluntarily participate in these reviews for programs is not evidence that this requirement is
reasonable for all CCA generation services.

(c) PG&E Should Not Be Allowed to Use PRA or

TSR Requirements to Delay CCA Access to its
Own Customer Information

As described by the Commission, “AB 117 does not permit the utilities to second guess a
CCA’s request for relevant information.”'% Instead the Commission has interpreted AB 117 “to
mean relevant information must be provided on demand.”!% If nothing else, PG&E’s proposed
requirement introduces the potential for delay, a tactic which the Commission has soundly
rejected: “While we welcome the utilities’ tariff proposals for the secure and cost-effective
sharing of information, we will not tolerate utility actions or delays that may affect the provision
of information to CCAs or CCA services to customers.”!%

Notably, a requirement that CCAs first complete the PRA and TSR would potentially put
PG&E and the CCAs on unequal, and anti-competitive footing. PG&E proposes a new

requirement for only the CCAs (its competitors), one its own procurement division would not

necessarily need to complete.!’” Meanwhile, under PG&E’s proposal, the CCAs would be

102 3 TR 335:5-9 (PG&E Guttierrez): “Q Okay. Did Pioneer Clean Energy, San Jose Clean Energy,
MCE, Redwood Coast Clean Energy -- and Redwood Coast Clean Energy all voluntarily participate in
the TSRs -- A Yes.”

103 Exh. PG&E-11, CalCCA_001-Q02, CalCCA_001-Q03: During cross-examination, PG&E
Witness Gutierrez suggested that at least some of the PRA and TSR were completed related to
participation in Energy Efficiency. 3 TR 335:18-24 (PG&E Gutierrez).

104 D.05-12-041 at 39.

105 D.04-12-046 at 50.

106 Id. at 53.

107 3 TR 329: 6-11 (PG&E Gutierrez): “Would PG&E impose the same cybersecurity and privacy
checks on its own procurement departments before sharing the data internally? A I have not been a part of
any conversations between the group that would handle that and our own procurement group.”
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subject to PG&E’s requirement that the CCA change its own cyber-security or privacy practices,
adjustments that could take significant time, delaying the delivery of the customer information to
the CCA. Consistent with precedent, the Commission should not tolerate this potential delayed
delivery of information on the CCAs own customers.

iii. PG&E’s Proposed Coordination of Service Proposal is
Beyond the Scope and Incomplete

The large size of the Rule 30 loads necessitates that the new load’s generation provider
have adequate notice of the potential load and the time necessary to procure resources sufficient
to serve the new customer.'% Early information, from the information that the CCA will receive
at the same time as the CEC, to the more formal application, will assist the CCA in pursuing a
cost-effective long, medium, and short-term procurement strategy. Further, early notice of these
customers allows the CCA and PG&E to develop relationships with the customer, get to know
the customer’s energy needs, and develop a service offering for that customer. Ultimately, it is
the responsibility of the CCA and PG&E to use information on the load forecasts and their own
business judgement to manage the risks related to large load procurement.

Under current practices, procurement is the responsibility of every generation provider
and informed by the IEPR load forecast. The impact of this forecast on procurement strategies
underlies the CCA request for, and PG&E’ agreement to provide, the information provided to the
CEC to develop IEPR load forecasts. Ultimately, the load forecasts will provide an early
indicator to the CCAs, and PG&E of the needed procurement and each entity can develop its
own strategy to address its procurement needs.

Instead of managing its risk consistent with the information PG&E has, PG&E requests

that the Commission adopt a deadline of 45 days after the completion of the PES for a customer

108 Exh. CalCCA-01 at 16, lines 9-22.
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to provide notice of its intent to opt out of CCA service for PG&E bundled service. The
Commission should reject PG&E’s proposal, because the proposal:

e Goes beyond information sharing and is outside the scope of this proceeding;

e Isincomplete and fails to justify changes to current, Commission approved practices that
are informed by statute; and

e [s impractical in that it requires a customer to choose a generation provider before the
customer has committed to interconnecting with PG&E.

If the Commission is inclined to adopt elements of PG&E’s proposal, it should only adopt the
alternative proposed by CalCCA below.
(a) PG&E’s Proposal for Coordination of Service

Goes Beyond Information Sharing and is
Outside the Scope of this Proceeding

PG&E’s coordination of service proposal is driven by PG&E’s interests as a bundled
procurement provider.'? While information sharing is an identified issue in the Scoping Ruling,
PG&E’s proposal goes beyond information sharing and extends instead to the terms and
conditions of PG&E’s generation service, an issue outside of the scope of this proceeding. To the
extent that PG&E believes that it needs clear knowledge of new customers by a certain date, it
should make this proposal in a proceeding that has been properly scoped to include PG&E’s
request for a key term and condition of PG&E’s generation service.

Rule 23 currently addresses coordination of service between the CCAs and PG&E. Rule
23 outlines “terms and conditions [that] apply to both Utility customers and CCAs who
participate in CCA service.”!'® Among other things, Rule 23 covers the terms and conditions

applicable to customers who begin electric service in a CCA territory after the CCAs initial mass

109 Exh. PG&E-04 at 101, lines 20-23.
10 Exh. PG&E-09 at Sheet 1.
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t!!! and opt out of CCA service to receive PG&E generation service.!'>? PG&E

enrollmen
acknowledges that “[a] customer can also opt out to leave CCA service but the customer’s
departure from CCA service to receive PG&E bundled service is conditioned on the terms in
Electric Rule 23.” Despite acknowledging that Rule 23 covers departure from CCA service,
PG&E has not proposed any changes to Rule 23 in this proceeding.!!* Changes to Rule 23 are
squarely outside the scope of this case, and if PG&E believes changes are necessary to account
for new large loads, it should propose those changes in a separate application.

(b) PG&E Has Provided an Incomplete Proposal

that Fails to Justify Changes to Current,
Commission Approved Practices

As presented in testimony, PG&E has provided insufficient evidence to support the
proposed changes to current practice. PG&E does not specify whether these changes should be
addressed in Rule 23 or in Rule 30, and despite providing a proposed Rule 30 tariff, PG&E has
not provided parties with the language that would effectuate the proposed change.!'* Without
proposed language, parties are limited in their ability to assess the proposal or how it would
interact with practices otherwise.

Additionally, PG&E has not considered how its proposal would interact with current
practices under Rule 23, which are informed by statutory requirements. Section 366.2(c)(13)
directs that once a customer is automatically “enrolled” with its CCA, the customer has 60 days

to opt out of CCA service.!'> While PG&E suggests that a customer should declare its decision

t Exh. PG&E-09 Section K.2 at Sheet 32.

12 Exh. PG&E-09 Section L at Sheets 33-36.

13 3 TR 325:9-14 (PG&E Gutierrez): “Q Are there CCA opt-outs or switching procedures or rules
that are not included in Rule 23? A I do not believe so. Q Okay. Does this case propose a change to Rule
23?7 A It does not.”

14 3 TRR 328:17-19 (PG&E Gutierrez): “I don't see any proposal on new language that are near or
in that coordination of service section.”

15 Section 366.2(c)(13).
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to opt out 45 days after the PES is complete, it does not address what would happen if a customer
made a decision after that point or how this proposal interacts with Rule 23.!1® Before the
Commission can adopt PG&E’s proposed changes, a more complete proposal is required. In the
absence of a complete proposal, the Commission should reject the coordination of service
request.
(c) PG&E’s Coordination of Service Proposal
Requiring Customers to Choose its Generation
Provider Prior to the Transmission Project
Being Agreed to Through Execution of an

Interconnection Agreement is Impractical and
Should be Rejected

Given the agreement upon CCA role as default generation provider, subject to the
customer’s choice to opt out, PG&E’s coordination of service proposal seeks to manage
procurement risk by modifying the deadline for CCA opt out. Witness Gutierrez clarified that if a
customer elects to take bundled service: “we’ll be taking on quite a bit of load for th[ese]
customer[s], and our ability to go out and procure it may take some time and that short of a time
may not be the best way to do it for customers.”!!'” PG&E, however, does not have a
procurement witness in this proceeding that can attest for what would be required for PG&E to
procure for the new large loads.!'® Instead of a supported proposal with justifications for the
proposed timeline, PG&E simply proposes a customer determine its generation provider 45 days

after the PES report.

16 3 TR 328:3-10 (PG&E Gutierrez): “Q It had made an election on day 45, but slept on it, and
decided to change its mind. A I don't think we have it in the testimony, but I -- I -- I believe, you know,
it's in our comfort level to ask for that, and that there may not be that many changes of mind that late in
the process. So I think we are hoping that we would get that 45-day notice, and then move along with
that.”

17 3 TR 327:4-9 (PG&E Gutierrez).

18 3 TR 327: 12-14 (PG&E Gutierrez): “And PG&E does not have a procurement witness in this
proceeding. Correct? A I do not believe so, no.”
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Among other flaws and deficiencies, PG&E’s 45-day proposal is also too early in the
construction and interconnection process and requires the customer to make decisions while the
project may still be uncertain.!!” The PES report is the first real opportunity for the customer to
better understand the costs and timing of interconnecting to PG&E’s electric system. As
described by PG&E in terms of customer deposits: “deposits are for a preliminary study and are
only the first step in the interconnection process. As the process proceeds, transmission-level
customers must decide whether to enter into an IA and pay upfront the costs for Facility Types 1-
3.712% In other words, the IA is the point at which the customer commits to the project and pays a
significant deposit to move forward. The project is more certain only after the IA is signed and
deposit paid. There is no set time frame after the PES report for a customer to sign an IA, so the
deadline set by PG&E could mean that customers are committing to generation service before
they are even committing to interconnecting in California.'?!

At a minimum, any coordination of service proposal should require a customer to commit
to generation service only after signing an IA. Considering, “PG&E waits for the customer to
execute all required contracts before PG&E proceeds with certain milestones such as equipment
procurement and construction,”'?> PG&E is not likely to begin procurement practices before the
customer has executed all required contracts. Delaying any coordination of service until after
those IAs have been reached should not result in a meaningful delay in potential procurement,

but will ensure that the project is more certain.

19 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 8, lines 138-139.

120 Exh. PG&E-04 at 12, lines 18-22.

121 Exh. CalCCA-02 at 8, line 145 to 9, line 153; Exh. CalCCA-02, Attachment A, Response
CalCCA _001- Q005 .

122 Exh. PG&E-04 at 26, lines 23-26.
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(d) If the Commission is Inclined to Consider an
Opt-Out Deadline is Required, It Should Occur
Only After the Interconnection Agreement and
Align with Statutory Enrollment Periods

While coordination of service is outside of the scope of this proceeding, to the extent that

the Commission is inclined to address elements of PG&E’s coordination of service proposal, any

opt-out deadline must be set only after the IA has been signed. As noted above, section

366.2(c)(13) directs that once a customer is automatically “enrolled” with its CCA, the customer

has 60 days to opt out of CCA service.!?> Any Commission order for a deadline to commit to

either CCA or PG&E service therefore must take into account this statutory requirement. If the

Commission decides it must impose a notice requirement, CalCCA proposes the following

alternative to PG&E’s proposal:

A new large load customer be considered “enrolled” with the CCA serving its location
ninety days after the 1A is signed.

After enrollment, the customer will have sixty days to decide whether to opt out of CCA
service. To the extent the customer does not opt out, it will be served by the CCA.

The customer shall communicate with the CCA and PG&E if it wishes to opt out of CCA
service. No action is required on the part of the CCA to communicate this decision to
PG&E.

After the 60 days have passed, the customer may not change its service provider prior to
energization.

Each CCA and PG&E are both able to set the terms and conditions of their service,
provided that each requires at least a one-year minimum stay in their service and six-
month notice of intent to switch providers.

The Commission should direct PG&E and CalCCA to work together to draft changes to Rule 30

that would effectuate this proposal and would effectively preclude Rule 30 customers from

conflicting terms in Rule 23. The new Tariff language should be submitted to the Commission

via a Tier 2 Advice Letter for its approval.

Section 366.2(c)(13).

31



E. ISSUE 5: Accounting and operational reporting process:

CalCCA takes no position on Issue 5 or its subparts.

1.

Issue 5.a: What accounting and operational reporting requirements
are needed to implement Electric Rule 30?

Issue 5.b: Should PG&E’s request to establish a memorandum
account to track interest payments for Commission-jurisdictional
facilities under Electric Rule 30 be approved?

Issue 5.c: When seeking to recover amounts in the memorandum
account, what accounting requirements should PG&E demonstrate,
including (1) paying the appropriate interest rate, (2) paying interest
on amounts refunded to the transmission-level customer for facilities
included in Commission-jurisdictional rates, and (3) appropriately
calculating the interest amount?

Issue 5.d: Should the requirements of the Commission’s Standard
Practice U-27-W be required?

F. Issue 6 — Implementation: Should PG&E be directed to file a Tier 1 AL after
a Commission decision is issued in this proceeding directing PG&E to file a
revised Electric Rule 30 and form agreements within forty-five (45) days of a
final decision?

CalCCA takes no position on Issue 6.

IV.  CONCLUSION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit this Opening Brief and requests the

adoption of the positions proposed herein.

October 24, 2025

Respectfully submitted,

Jaundolin

Leanne Bober,
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION
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