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Appendix

I. Explain fully and clearly the details of your complaint.

Parties
1. The California Solar & Storage Association (CALSSA) is a statewide trade association 

that represents 647 businesses building behind-the-meter solar and storage in California. 

Of CALSSA’s member companies, 378 are contractors, construction firms, and project 

developers that routinely submit interconnection applications on behalf of utility 

customers. In Pacific Gas & Electric and Southern California Edison territory, these 

companies have suffered damages due to the gross and repeated violation of 

interconnection timelines in Rule 21. CALSSA is filing this complaint in accordance 

with Rule 4.1 of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission) Rules of 

Practice and Procedure. 

2. Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) is an Investor-Owned Utility (IOU) that provides 

electricity and natural gas to the public in much of Northern California. The 

Commission has the authority to regulate PG&E pursuant to Section 701 of the Public 

Utilities Code.

3. Southern California Edison (SCE) is an IOU that provides electricity to the public in 

much of Southern California. The Commission has the authority to regulate SCE 

pursuant to Section 701 of the Public Utilities Code.

Background

CALSSA has been discussing the Defendants’ failures to meet 

specifically regarding the Defendants’ pattern of violations shown in their self
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marked in question C on the complaint form that it has not contacted the Commission’s 

that connects to PG&E and SCE’s distribution system and transmission system.

solar and/or storage and the utilities that review the customers’ systems.

utility is required by Rule 21 to “use Reasonable Efforts in meeting all the timelines set 

out in this Rule.” Rule 21 defines “Reasonable Efforts” as “efforts that are timely and 

a Party would use to protect its own interests.” Rule 21 further defines “Good Utility 

Practice” as “any of the practices [.] which, in the exercise of reasonable judgement in 

practices, reliability, safety and expedition.”
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, “Issue 12 was discussed over the course of four 

Working Group meetings and three conference calls.”

’s Amended Scoping Memo and Joint
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explained, “[t]he Working Group reviewed some data and examples related to 

milestones discussed within the Issue 12 proposal does not currently exist.”
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“We are not persuaded by 

SDG&E’s contention that the timeline goals are not beneficial to its ratepayers 

based on the volume of applications.”

Within two years of the commencement of tracking required by Ordering 

Paragraph 23, no less than 95 percent of non-net energy metering projects 

and net energy metering projects greater than 30 kilowatts shall meet all 

timelines listed in Ordering Paragraph 23, except (f), (j), (l), and (s), which 

are not stipulated in Rule 21. [emphasis added] 
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As IREC further explained, “IREC believes the goals set are conservative, 

financial penalties if the voluntary goal setting process fails.”

IOUs disagreed that a penalty would be necessary, claiming that “[c]onsistent 

g facility interconnection.”
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The Defendants’ Violations

requires them to “use Reasonable Efforts in meeting all the timelines set out in this 

Rule.” The expectation of Rule 21, as outlined in the definition of “Reasonable 

”

Defendants’ failure to meet them is common, if not even the norm.
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Table 3: Reported Performance Since Tracking Began Until 12/31/2022

he definition of “Reasonable 

Efforts” specifically clarifies that the Defendants are required to

“exercise of reasonable judgement in light of the facts known at the time 

”

, and stated that the Commission intended “to adopt a successor to 

SCE’s Rule 21 95% Metric Report 
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”

“exercising

”

undertaking efforts “equivalent to those a Party would use to protect its 

own interests” 

the Defendants’
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*Only one project in this category.

** No projects in this category.

b. Tables 4 and 5 additionally demonstrate that the Defendants’ timeline 

performance over recent quarters has stagnated at levels where failure to meet the 

timelines is common. Figures 1-10 provide a visual view of the same data shown 

in Tables 4 and 5. These recent quarters, beginning in 2024 Q1, are well after the 

end of the surge of applications to meet the NEM2 deadline. This stagnation over 

a long period of time is inconsistent with the expected results of an entity that is 

applying Reasonable Efforts to meet all timelines for all projects.

It is possible to use the “Project ID” column in the SCE data to determine which quarter a timeline for a 
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Figure 1

Figure 2
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Figure 3

Figure 4
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Figure 5

Figure 6
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Figure 7

Figure 8
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Figure 9

Figure 10
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SCE shared a similar statement at the Workshop:

Improvement Path: SCE was unable to meet the 95% target due 

to a number of factors including the amount of time it takes for 

SCE to receive additional information from the customer, handoff 

involved when the NEM project was determined to need to be 
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processed as a complex NEM project, data entry error, and training 

needs for new staff (PMs, Engineers). SCE continues to improve 

the process of transferring NEM projects deemed complex from 

one organization to another (i.e., CGP to GICD) and one tool to 

another (i.e., PCI to IReq), and train staff on compliance with 

timeline requirement and importance of timely and accurate data 

entry.

Both PG&E and SCE expressed that the process for “hand-offs” or 

“transferring” was leading to delays and that improvements would occur 

there. Furthermore, PG&E explicitly identified that staff turnover was 

contributing to delays and that hiring more staff was a potential solution. 

Although SCE did not identify the same issue explicitly, it did identify 

training staff adequately as a process challenge. Overall, the Workshop 

presentations indicated that a combination of improved processes and 

adequate staffing could result in compliance in the future. 

However, PG&E’s performance on initial review since the Workshop has 

not shown clear signs of improvement, as shown in Figure 4. Its current 

overall performance on initial review is 74%, compared to the 76% figure 

provided in the Workshop. In recent quarters, PG&E’s performance on 

initial review has oscillated in the 71-88% range. Similarly, SCE’s 

performance on initial review since the Workshop has fluctuated, falling as 

low as 65%, as shown in Table 5. SCE’s current performance on initial 

review is 81%, compared to the 88% figure provided in the Workshop. 

Anecdotally, handoffs between different teams continues to be a major 

source of delays in both PG&E and SCE territory. Similarly, many 

customers have had their projects delayed in PG&E territory because their 

assigned PG&E staffer was no longer at PG&E. Further, poorly trained 

SCE’s Rule 21 95% Metric Report Pursuant to D.20
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staff continue to be an issue anecdotally in SCE territory, with a common 

consequence being incorrect claims of deficiencies that delay progress. 

ii. During the Workshop, PG&E repeated the same improvement path used 

for initial review for supplemental review and system impact study.  

However, the lack of improvement is even more stark for these two 

timelines, as shown in Figures 1 and 3. In the most recent quarter, PG&E 

only completed supplemental review on time for 38% of projects and 

system impact study on time for no projects at all. Similarly, SCE repeated 

the same improvement path used for initial review for supplemental 

review.  However, as indicated by Table 6, since the Workshop SCE has 

only completed supplemental review on time for 25% of projects, a 

marked deterioration from the 86% figure reported at the Workshop. In 

contrast to PG&E, SCE explained its failure to comply for system impact 

study as an “error in manually calculating the days involved in the 

timeline” and explained that “[t]he error was mitigated as SCE contains to 

train staff on compliance with timeline requirement and importance of 

timely and accurate data entry.”  However, given that SCE’s performance 

for system impact study has fluctuated between 30%-71% in the last three 

quarters, compared to the 71% figure stated during the Workshop, it is 

clear that there is a larger issue.

iii. Regarding the construction of upgrades, PG&E stated the following in the 

Workshop about its 76% on-time completion rate:

Improvement Path: PG&E has implemented regular review by 

frontline leadership to continue to improve performance and 

forecasts to come into compliance for YTD % by end of 2023. 

SCE’s Rule 21 95% Metric Report Pursuant to D.20
SCE’s Rule 21 95% Metric Report Pursuant to D.20
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PG&E construction is currently at 82% for last week and 79% for 

the last four weeks.  

The attention of frontline leadership has been insufficient to improve 

performance in the manner that PG&E described. Its overall performance 

sits at 81% and its on-time completion rate deteriorated to 56% in the most 

recent quarter. Interestingly, although SCE reported 100% compliance for 

the construction of upgrades at the Workshop, its performance since the 

Workshop has deteriorated to 69%, as shown in Table 5.



23

Figure 11: Distribution of PG&E Supplemental Review Performance Since Tracking 

Began

Figure 12: Distribution of PG&E Supplemental Review Performance in Q3 2024



24

Figure 13: Distribution of PG&E System Impact Study Since Tracking Began

Figure 14: Distribution of PG&E System Impact Study in Q3 2024
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Figure 15: Distribution of PG&E Variance Requests in Q1 2025

“

”

shows the Defendants’ performance 
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forum, Energy Division stated that “Energy Division is aware that utilities are not 

(by 2023).”

Case Studies of Customers Who Suffered Damages from the Defendants’ Delays
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More information on PG&E’s role in this customer hardship can be found in an article 

Los Gatos Tomato Products is a vital agricultural processor in California’s Central 

apologies and announcements of delays in PG&E’s construction work.

“RYSE says it can’t fully use solar powered emergency shelter due to PG&E delays”, 
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–

system that can lower the local car dealer’s carbon footprint. Although Toyota’s 
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by PG&E’s inability to provide the special facilities agreement (SFA).
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II. The issues to be considered. 
For the purposes of this section, “Qualifying Projects” is defined as all non-NEM projects and all 

NEM projects exceeding 30 kW.

1) In aggregate across all Qualifying Projects since December 29, 2020, have the 

Defendants used Reasonable Efforts to meet all timelines in Rule 21?

2) Since the ending of the two-year reporting period on December 29, 2022, have the 

Defendants met the directive of OP 28 of D.20-09-035 that at least 95% of all 

timelines be met for Qualifying Projects?

3) If the Defendants have failed to do either or both of the above, how significant 

does the financial penalty need to be to match the severity of the violations and to 

deter future violations?

4) Is a one-time financial penalty sufficient to deter future violations? Does an 

ongoing financial penalty framework need to be established?

III. Proposed Schedule
Currently, CALSSA does not believe a hearing is needed since it does not believe that there are 

facts in dispute. The data in this complaint is drawn from the Defendants’ own self-reported data. 

However, CALSSA reserves the right to request a hearing at a later date. CALSSA also believes 

that it is important to resolve this complaint quickly. Interconnection delays are more urgent than 

ever since Congress passed a Trump administration proposal to end the federal investment tax 

credit (ITC) early. Many residential projects must be completed by the end of this year to secure 

the ITC. All non-residential projects must be completed by the end of 2027 to secure the ITC, 

and to meet this timeline interconnection review must happen early in the development process 

to allow time to construct challenging projects. Interconnection delays caused by the Defendants 

are jeopardizing the ability of projects to do so. See below for proposed schedule:

Response to Complaint from Defendants September 29, 2025

Prehearing Conference October 7, 2025
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Deadline for Parties to Request a Hearing October 7, 2025

Scoping Memo October 27, 2025

Comments on Scoping Memo November 17, 2025

Opening Brief from CALSSA December 16, 2025

Opposing Brief from Defendants January 15, 2026

Reply Brief from CALSSA February 16, 2026

Proposed Decision March 16, 2026

IV. State clearly the exact relief desired.

Pursuant to Section 702 of the Public Utilities Code, “

fficers, agents, and employees.”

Pursuant to Section 2101 of the Public Utilities Code, the Commission is directed “to 

and penalties due the state therefor recovered and collected . . .” 

4846, “[t]he purpose of a penalty is to go beyond 

iolations.”
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the Commission’s judgment, more is needed for deterrence and restitution. 

6. Requested Relief #2: CALSSA further asks that the Commission establish a penalty 

framework that shall be assessed on a quarterly basis moving forward. Although the 

Defendants should be penalized for their past violations, a one-time fine on its own is 

unlikely to be sufficient deterrence for the future. Filing a complaint is an extremely 

involved endeavor for any individual company and customer. The process is similarly 

consuming for trade associations. Furthermore, processing and reviewing a complaint is 

demanding for the Commission. Creating a system of penalties for future violations is 

critical for incentivizing the Defendants to avoid future violations. If a structure for 

financial penalties is put in place, it is our expectation that penalties would rarely be 

assessed. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E are all capable of meeting interconnection timelines 

in 95% of applications. The threat of penalties is needed to motivate the Defendants to 

take these actions.

a. This penalty framework should be a tiered structure where the severity varies 

based on IOU performance. Furthermore, the magnitude of the financial penalties 

should be significant enough to motivate the IOUs to comply. Although it is not 

entirely clear what that magnitude is, CALSSA proposes that the Commission 

begin by assessing the penalties outlined in Table 7. If penalties of this magnitude 

are not enough to motivate the IOUs to comply within one year, the Commission 

should consider increasing them.

b. There are 16 tracked timelines that are covered by the 95% compliance goal 

established in OP 28 of the Decision. An effective penalty framework would 

establish a separate penalty for each timeline to ensure that each timeline is 

followed. The total financial penalty would be the sum of the individual financial 

penalties across timelines. In practice, CALSSA expects that only around six 

timelines would result in penalties if PG&E and SCE do not improve their 

operations.

Table 7: Proposed Quarterly Penalty for Each Timeline
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