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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

CalCCA provides the following recommendations in response to the FGS Report:

Open access to the distribution grid should be the highest priority operational need;

Dispatchability/control must apply not only to IOUs, but also to non-IOU LSEs and third-
party DER providers;

CAISO visibility into DERs should be a near term priority to unlock the full economic value
of DERs, and to ensure accurate load forecasting and reliable grid planning;

Stakeholder recommendations that ease grid constraints, reduce energization timelines,
minimize grid upgrades, and reduce costs should be prioritized; and

The FGS Report should be modified to accurately reflect the Joint CCAs’ workshop
comments.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Modernize
the Electric Grid for a High Distributed R.21-06-017
Energy Resource Future.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS
ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING SEEKING
COMMENTS REGARDING FUTURE GRID STUDY REPORT
California Community Choice Association! (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant to
the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments Regarding Future Grid Study Report’
(Ruling), dated October 17, 2024. The Ruling seeks comments on the Future Grid Study (FGS)

Report, including responses to specific questions posed in the Ruling.

I. INTRODUCTION

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the FGS Workshop Series (the
Workshops) and FGS Report. Community choice aggregators (CCAs), serving more than 14 million
customers across California, play a vital role in the evolution of the grid to support a high distributed

energy resources (DERs) future. DERs provide benefits to CCA customers, such as minimizing

! 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.

2 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments Regarding Future Grid Study Report,
Rulemaking (R.) 21-06-017 (Oct. 17 2024):

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?docformat=ALL &docid=543421872.
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resource adequacy (RA) costs, lowering customer bills, reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
and contributing to grid reliability. As noted in the Ruling, “diverging approaches” to operational
characteristics of a high DER future were identified during the Workshops.? Data sharing and
transparency in DER interconnection were also identified as “friction points.”*

Before answering the Ruling questions, CalCCA provides general comments and
recommendations in response to the FGS Report regarding CCAs and a high DER future. First,

the FGS Report presents two operational pathways for reaching a high DER future grid: (1)
an investor-owned utility (IOU) top-down grid orchestration path; and (2) an open-access, bottom-up
path. As set forth herein, the open-access path should be prioritized as it provides the greatest
opportunity for CCAs to support a high DER grid while preserving CCAs’ ability to manage costs
and meet community goals.

Achieving this goal requires access to accurate and timely grid and customer load data
needed to unlock DERs’ full potential, thereby maximizing the value of these resources to support
the transition to a high DER future. The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
should prioritize data sharing, transparency, and accessibility to economic signals to ensure full and

fair participation of DER.

Second, the Commission should ensure DER dispatchability and control applies to not only

I0Us, but also non-10OU load serving entities (LSE) and third-party DER providers. This will enable

non-I0U controlled DER to work in lockstep with IOU-controlled DER to maximize grid benefits.
Third, ensuring DER visibility to the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is a

critical near-term operational need to unlock the full economic value of DERs and enhance their

ability to provide grid resiliency.

Ruling, at 4.
4 1bid.



Fourth, the Commission should prioritize stakeholder recommendations that reduce

energization delays and minimize the need to upgrade the distribution grid. In particular, the
Commission should pursue solutions that leverage DERs to maximize available capacity on the
existing grid and offset costly grid upgrades.

Fifith, while the FGS Report includes many of the Joint CCAs’® workshop comments, the
Report should be amended to incorporate omitted comments regarding the lack of sufficient
information on distribution system needs and aligned economic incentives for CCAs to develop new
programs or optimize existing ones according to local system needs.

In addition to answers provided to the Ruling questions below, CalCCA provides the
following recommendations:

o Open access to the distribution grid should be the highest priority operational need;

o Dispatchability/control must apply not only to IOUs, but also to non-IOU LSEs and
third-party DER providers;

o CAISO visibility into DERs should be a near term priority to unlock the full
economic value of DERs, and to ensure accurate load forecasting and reliable grid
planning;

o Stakeholder recommendations that ease grid constraints, reduce energization

timelines, minimize grid upgrades, and reduce costs should be prioritized; and

o The FGS Report should be modified to accurately reflect the Joint CCAs’ workshop
comments.

II. OPEN ACCESS TO THE DISTRIBUTION GRID SHOULD BE THE HIGHEST
PRIORITY OPERATIONAL NEED

In response to the Ruling question regarding the prioritization of identified operational needs,
the highest priority operational need for CCAs is an open-access distribution grid. The top-down,

grid orchestration approach favored by the IOUs perpetuates IOU market control, potentially

5 Joint CCAs include Ava Community Energy, Peninsula Clean Energy, San Diego Community

Power, San José Clean Energy, Silicon Valley Clean Energy, and Sonoma Clean Power. These CCAs are
all members of CalCCA.



limiting the pool of available DERs to support grid operations and offset grid investments. The top-
down approach also risks devaluing non-IOU-controlled DERs. An open-access grid will enable all
DER owners/operators to provide grid support and to have a stake in preparing the grid for a high
DER future.

Establishing an open-access distribution grid will require all DERs to have access to data on
current and forecasted grid conditions, customer loads, DER locations, and DER operational
characteristics. During Workshop 1, the Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN) proposed a
statewide data hub for third parties to access customer and operational data and a statewide data
registry containing DER data.® The proposed data hub would provide two-way access to data
necessary for optimizing DER, regardless of who owns or controls it. However, establishing a
statewide data hub could take years and be a long-term goal.

A statewide DER registry would house DER technical specifications and capabilities’ data
and be accessible to IOUs, non-IOU LSEs, the CAISO, and regulators. This DER data can support
grid planning and reliability, DER deployment and optimization, and may help reduce energization
delays on circuits needing capacity upgrades. Several FGS Workshop participants support modeling
a DER registry after the Commission’s Distributed Generation Statistics (DG Stats) platform.’
Modeling the DER registry after DG Stats may make it easier and quicker to establish and should be
pursued as a near-term objective.

Data alone does not ensure DERs will operate in a manner that supports grid needs. Just as

the CAISO does for wholesale market participants, IOUs acting as Distribution System Operators

6 UCAN Workshop Presentation, R.21-06-017, Track 2: Future Grid Workshop #1, Operational
Needs for California’s High DER Future (Feb. 8, 2024), slides 3-10: https://gridworks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/02/UCAN_Future-Grid-Workshop-1-Feb.-8-2024-public-final.pdf.

7 See FGS Report, at 45, 50:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M543/K418/543418944.PDF.
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(DSOs) must also provide economic signals and compensation for verified responses. DERs enrolled
in an LSE program or tariff have little ability to provide grid support services without these signals
and compensation. LSEs like CCAs have strong incentives to run DER programs fo benefit
customers because they were established to serve local customer needs. However, CCAs do not
currently have adequate access to signals and compensation to run their DER programs to the benefit
of the distribution grid. Establishing the right signals can allow existing and future DER programs to
be leveraged to meet both needs.

The ultimate objective of any open-access model should be animating DER marketplaces. A
DER marketplace can be the most logical and efficient means of conveying economic signals,
providing needed transparency, verifying performance, and compensating DER owners/operators.
An independent marketplace operator can register and qualify marketplace participants, facilitate
bidding and dispatch of resources, verify performance, and conduct settlement functions. Such a
system can simplify transactions between the DSO and DER providers, enabling the participation of
a greater volume of DER response than the proposed top-down grid orchestration model. The
marketplace can eventually expand to provide access to the CAISO’s wholesale markets, further
supporting a high DER future and creating additional potential value for DER owners/operators.

For all the reasons set forth above, the Commission should establish open access to the
distribution system as the highest priority operational need.

III. DER DISPATCHABILITY/CONTROL MUST APPLY TO NON-IOU LSES AND
THIRD-PARTY PROVIDERS AS WELL AS IOUS

DER dispatchability/control is a near-term priority, but it must not be limited to IOUs, as
implied in the grid orchestration framework. Under an open-access distribution grid, all DERs
should be able to support the efficient, cost-effective operation of a high DER grid, regardless of

who owns or operates them. Providing non-IOU LSEs and third-party DER providers with the



appropriate data and economic signals enables them to operate their DERs to support grid needs, as
discussed in section II above.

I0Us have a significant role in a high DER future, but in an open-access system, they do not
need exclusive visibility and control of all DERs on the distribution grid. IOUs should instead focus
on developing Advanced Distribution Management Systems (ADMS) and other tools to allow
themselves, non-IOU LSEs, and third-party DER providers to monitor and respond to rapidly
changing demands on the distribution grid. IOUs should be required to provide access to data,
signals to non-IOU LSEs and third-party DER providers, and monetary compensation for supporting
grid operations and offsetting grid investments. Such a system will not preclude IOUs from
deploying Distributed Energy Resources Management Systems (DERMS) to dispatch DERs owned
by their customers, under contract with an aggregator, or IOU-owned assets.

Several CCAs have deployed, or are considering deploying, DERMS to monitor and dispatch
customer owned DERs.® Even though these resources are not integrated with an IOU
ADMS/DERMS, CCAs can still dispatch them to support grid needs if the appropriate signals and
compensation are provided. The IOU ADMS/DERMS can provide a direct economic signal to the
CCA-owned DERMS, which in turn can dispatch its own DERs in accordance with its established
parameters.

The above example is not the only means for a non-IOU LSE to control DERs. Non-IOU
LSEs can also contract with third-party aggregators or demand response providers. DERMS are
sophisticated systems that require significant cost and effort to set up and maintain and may not be

the best or most cost-effective solution for all LSEs. Whether a non-IOU LSE chooses to use a

8 See, e.g., Richmond Advanced Energy Community Includes Virtual Power Plant and Zero Net

Carbon Homes for Underserved Residents (Jun. 21, 2022): https://mcecleanenergy.org/mce-unveils-
plans-for-virtual-power-plant-to-benefit-disadvantaged-richmond-residents-and-businesses/.
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DERMS or a lower-cost alternative, it should be able to control its own resources directly and have
access to the necessary data, signal, and compensation.

In all events, non-IOU LSEs and third-party DER providers should be able to support the
efficient, cost-effective operation of a high DER grid through DER dispatchability/control in an
open-access system.

IV.  CAISO VISIBILITY INTO DERS SHOULD BE A NEAR-TERM PRIORITY TO
UNLOCK THE FULL ECONOMIC VALUE OF DERS AND TO ENSURE
ACCURATE LOAD FORECASTING AND RELIABLE GRID PLANNING

Ensuring the appropriate level of DER visibility to the CAISO is a critical near-term
operational need to unlock the full economic value of DERs and enhance their ability to provide grid
resiliency. As reflected in the FGS Report, the CAISO has access to data on behind-the-meter solar
but lacks data on other types of DERs.” The CAISO requires visibility into load drivers and DERs to
ensure reliability of the wholesale markets. !° This visibility is essential for improving the CAISO’s
operational forecasts, real-time assessments, situational awareness, contingency planning, and
market design efforts.!! As more DERs are integrated into the grid, the need for the CAISO to have
visibility into these resources becomes more critical to ensure accurate load forecasting and reliable
grid planning.

Importantly, the CAISO visibility of DERs could result in more DERSs participating in the
wholesale markets, creating additional value for DER owners and operators. CCAs are particularly
concerned about their ability to manage RA costs and see the additional value DERs could provide
for RA as an opportunity that has yet to be fully leveraged. Many CCA DER programs are designed

to reduce peak loads but do not receive RA credit for the reductions. Instead, they can reduce future

? See FGS Report, at 45, 53.
10 Id., at 25, 65.
1 Id., at 25.



RA obligations if they can justify load reductions resulting from these programs as load modifiers in
the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) load forecast process.

Alternatively, for DERs to be counted as RA resources, there must be certainty that they are
available to meet reliability needs. Currently, to provide that certainty, resources must be integrated
into the CAISO markets and have must-offer obligations to ensure they can be dispatched to meet
grid needs under current rules. The CAISO also requires visibility to individual DERs, which must
interconnect through the Wholesale Distribution Access Tariff (WDAT) for a CCA to receive RA
credit from its DER programs. Doing so is often cost-prohibitive for DERs.

Establishing DER marketplaces that enable wholesale market participation may provide an
alternative to the current structure for participation in the CAISO markets. This may offer a lower
cost of entry into the wholesale markets. Still, it is uncertain if CCAs would receive RA credit for
resources bid into these DER marketplaces or whether the CAISO would still require WDAT
interconnection and visibility to individual DERs. The DER marketplace would appear as a large
aggregation in the wholesale markets, and rules would need to be developed to assign RA credit to
individual DERs or aggregators. The CAISO must still be certain these resources will show up
before allowing them to count as RA.

The layered system architecture approach proposed by 350 Bay Area in Workshop 1 is
another potential alternative.'? Under this framework, demand is met first at the load level,
leveraging DERs to meet the demand. Each layer of the grid has a point of interconnection with the
next layer up, eventually reaching the transmission grid. Resources are managed within each layer,

and the operator responsible for each layer does not need visibility for the layers below it. The

12 See 350 Bay Area Workshop Presentation — High-DER Grid Modernization Workshop #1 :
Identifying Operational Needs, Panel 3 (Feb. 8, 2024): https://gridworks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/02/350BA-HighDER-Workshop-1-2.8.24-Final.pdf.
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CAISO would, therefore, only need visibility at the transmission—distribution interface, reducing
costs to resource owners and LSEs.

These new approaches will require changes to the existing RA construct for CCAs to get
credited for RA reduction or potentially eliminate the need to do so. Discussions and coordination
among stakeholders, regulators, [OUs, and the CAISO will be required. These discussions will also
need to address the CAISO backstop mechanism. The CAISO will only consider forgoing backstop
procurement if it can be confident that DERs will be available and can verify performance.

Significant hurdles now prevent DERs from participating in the wholesale markets, limiting
the usefulness of CCA-controlled DERs as a tool for meeting RA needs. The Commission, the
CAISO, and stakeholders should work together to provide the CAISO with the appropriate level of
visibility to DERs without making it cost-prohibitive for DER owners/operators to participate in the
wholesale markets.

V. STAKEHOLDER RECOMMENDATIONS THAT EASE GRID CONSTRAINTS,

REDUCE ENERGIZATION TIMELINES, MINIMIZE GRID UPGRADES, AND
REDUCE COSTS SHOULD BE PRIORITIZED

In addition to prioritizing DER visibility to the CAISO for the reasons discussed in section
IV above, the Commission should prioritize stakeholder recommendations that reduce energization
delays and minimize the need to upgrade the distribution grid. IOUs are struggling with the timely
energization of customer loads, resulting in significant delays for housing, data centers, commercial
facilities, agricultural facilities, EV charging infrastructure, and many other projects. The expected
growth in building and transportation electrification will require capacity upgrades to accommodate
this new load. The Commission should pursue solutions that leverage DERs to maximize available

capacity on the existing grid and offset costly grid upgrades.



The FGS Report includes stakeholder recommendations to prepare the grid for a high DER
future, grouped into six topics/subtopics. CalCCA provides the following comments and
recommendations for these topics, prioritized from highest to lowest.

1) Implementation of Flexible Generation Interconnection

Flexible generation interconnection enables more renewable generation and energy storage to
interconnect to the grid without triggering grid upgrades by limiting their output when the grid is
constrained. One such method of flexible interconnection is the recently approved Limited
Generation Profiles (LGP).!® LGP takes advantage of DER inverters’ ability to adjust their output
automatically in response to changes in the grid's available capacity. Renewable generation/storage
developers must have reliable data on the available capacity of the grid where the resource will be
interconnected to implement LGP. However, the information currently available in the IOUs’
Integration Capacity Analysis (ICA) maps is too unreliable for LGP to be implemented. The
Commission recently issued a decision'* ordering IOUs to take steps to improve ICA accuracy,
though it is uncertain when these changes will be implemented.

CalCCA supports the following stakeholder recommendations listed in the FGS Report !
regarding improvements to ICA maps to support the implementation of LGP:

o An independent third party should provide oversight to ensure the usability and
accuracy of ICA maps.

o The Commission should obtain additional support to ensure that Staff has the
technical expertise to oversee the ICA maps.

13 Resolution E-5296. Approving in part and modifying Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s,

Southern Edison Company’s, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s Advice Letters, submitted per
Resolutions E-5211 and E-5230, providing the specifics and process of Limited Generation Profiles.
(Mar. 21, 2024): https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/GO00/M527/K981/527981713.PDF.
14 See D.24-10-030, Decision Adopting Improvements to Distribution Planning and Project
Execution Process, Distribution Resource Planning Portals, and Integration Capacity Analysis Maps
(Oct. 23, 2024), at 152-159:

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M544/K 154/544154869.PDF.

15 FGS Report, at 39.
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2) Roadmap for Distribution-Level Grid Services from Flexible Load Energization

The electrification of buildings and transportation is a critical component of the state’s plan
to reduce GHG emissions, but it also presents significant challenges to the distribution grid. IOUs
are struggling with timely energization of new loads, some of which are triggering the need for new
and upgraded circuits and substations. Flexible load energization can potentially reduce energization
delays and should be a high priority for a high DER future grid.

Participants discussed two options for energizing flexible loads in Workshop 3. The first
approach, firm import limits, is similar to the flexible generation interconnection discussed in section
V.1 above. Establishing firm import limits allows the partial energization of flexible loads, so they
do not need to wait for capacity upgrades to be completed before partially energizing their loads.
The second approach, flexible (non-firm) load energization, envisions energizing loads that can
provide flexibility to free up capacity for other loads. These flexibility services could be exchanged
via bilateral agreements between loads or via a DER flexibility marketplace, as described in section
II, above. CalCCA sees value in these approaches and supports efforts to implement these solutions
as quickly as possible.

The following stakeholder recommendations listed in the FGS Report!¢ regarding creating a

roadmap for distribution-level grid services from flexible load energization should be adopted:

o The Commission should establish a statewide market platform for grid services from
flexible load.

o The Commission should establish firm import limits using a process similar to that of
LGP.

o The Commission should modify energization rules for load management technologies

and limited load profiles.

o The I0Us should allow customers to negotiate agreements for sharing capacity on a
constrained circuit with aggregators and/or other customers.

16 FGS Report, at 39.
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o The I0OUs should establish dynamic hosting capacity.

J The I0Us should evaluate the opportunities for grid services from flexible loads
earlier in the distribution planning process to develop operational flexibility.

o The I0Us should provide LSEs with better price signals, enabling them to use
flexible demand to lower forecasted peak loads.

3) Data Sharing in a High DER Future

Section I, above, describes the need for a statewide data hub and DER registry to support the
development of an open-access distribution grid, eventually leading to the animation of DER
marketplaces. However, establishing a data hub will be challenging and may take years to
implement. CCAs have long struggled to gain timely access to customer interval meter data, and the
I0Us are still in the preliminary stages of launching their ADMS and DERMS, which are essential
for the data hub. The cost, effort, and timeline should be weighed against other nearer-term
alternatives, including DER marketplaces and improved ICA maps.

A DER registry modeled after the existing DG Stats registry may be achievable sooner. A
database containing information on DER types, technical specifications, capabilities, and locations
will be valuable for improved forecasting, planning, and program design.

CalCCA supports the following stakeholder recommendations listed in the FGS Report!’
regarding data sharing in a high DER future:

o The I0Us should provide access to data on DERs to non-IOU LSEs.

o The Commission should establish a statewide DER Registry that provides a
centralized and standardized repository for DERs asset attributes, similar to the
existing DG Stats system.

4) DER Visibility to the CAISO
See section IV, above, for CalCCA’s comments and recommendations for creating DER

visibility to the CAISO.

17 1d., at 50.
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5) Scoping of IOU System Upgrades to Support Dynamic Rates

Dynamic rates provide another tool for CCAs to encourage flexibility in customers’ energy
usage patterns to reduce costs and ease grid constraints. CCAs are investigating and developing
dynamic rates, which may provide additional load flexibility options for customers. However,
structural and time constraints may limit CCAs’ ability to offer dynamic rates that differ from IOUs’
dynamic rate structures.

I0Us currently provide billing services for CCAs. It is still unclear how CCA dynamic rates
will be integrated with IOUs’ dynamic rate structures and the billing systems IOUs are developing to
support them. If a CCA wants to develop a unique dynamic rate structure, it may need to develop the
capabilities to calculate the charges for each billing interval. In that case, the CCA may need to
integrate with the existing IOU billing system, have its own unique billing system, or pay the IOU to
modify its billing systems to accommodate the CCA rate. The costs for either approach are still
uncertain. Other currently open proceedings, such as PG&E’s A.24-10-014,'8 present an opportunity
for IOUs’ billing system upgrades to be designed to enable robust dynamic rate structures. Billing
system upgrades are complex, expensive, and infrequent. For these reasons, IOU billing system
upgrades should be closely coordinated with the needs (including CCAs’ needs) identified in this
proceeding (R.21-06-017).

6) DER Visibility to DSOs

CalCCA does not oppose IOUs having visibility to DERs so long as it is not exclusive to
I0Us. Under the bottom-up, layered system architecture, IOUs may not need visibility to every

individual DER, however. IOUs are already implementing DERMS, enabling them to have visibility

18 Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for Approval of Its Billing Modernization

Initiative.(U39M), Application (A.) 24-10-014 (Oct. 23, 2024):
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?7p=401:56::::RP,57.RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:A2410014.
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into DERs. Customers who enroll in IOU DER programs and tariffs can be automatically enrolled
into the IOU DERMS, providing the necessary visibility. A statewide data hub can allow data
sharing on DERs between LSEs, third-party owned or controlled DERs, the IOUs, and CAISO.

VI. THE FUTURE GRID STUDY REPORT SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO
ACCURATELY REFLECT THE JOINT CCAS’ WORKSHOP COMMENTS

The Joint CCAs’ presentation at Workshop 1 provided examples of DER programs,
described obstacles to optimizing programs to support grid needs, and offered suggestions for
providing greater value to the distribution grid.!® The FGS Report generally captures the Joint CCA
points from the presentation, with one notable exception. The FGS Report correctly states that
“CCAs lack sufficient information and incentives to optimize DER programs based on distribution
system needs,”?’ but it fails to fully capture the challenge CCAs face. CCAs cannot optimize their
DER programs to meet grid needs because they lack the proper economic signals and compensation.
CalCCA therefore proposes changing the second bullet in the section “Joint Community Choice
Aggregators (Joint CCAs)” on page 24 to read:

CCAs lack sufficient information on distribution system needs and
aligned economic incentives to develop new programs or optimize
existing ones according to local system needs.

VII. CALCCA RESPONSES TO THE RULING QUESTIONS

1. The FGS Report includes a wide range of stakeholder input and
recommendations from three public workshops. Please review the report
(Attachment 1) to ensure it accurately reflects stakeholder input from the
workshops. If there are discrepancies, please identify the sections, provide
specific details and suggested corrections, and identify any inaccuracies,
inconsistencies, or omissions from the workshop discussion in the sections of
the FGS Report. Comments should be limited to workshop discussions and
proposed recommendations.

See section VI, above, for CalCCA’s response.

19 Joint CCAs presentation: Enabling DER Programs that Provide Distribution System Value: CCA
Perspective (Feb. 8, 2024), at 24.
20 1bid.
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above.

The FGS Report outlines ten key operational needs, categorized as broad
themes, which are essential for realizing a High DER future. These needs
were identified based on insights and discussion from Workshop 1 -
Identifying Operational Needs. (Refer to Attachment 1, pages 24-29,
"Outcome: Operational Needs for a High DER Future" section.) Based on the
stakeholder survey during workshop facilitation, the FGS Report findings
show that the following three operational needs are considered high priority
with sufficient urgency to justify implementation within 1-2 years:2!

i. DER Visibility to the Distribution System Operator,

ii. DER dispatchability/control, and

iii. Open access to the distribution system

a) Do you agree that the above operational needs are the highest priority

and need to be implemented within 1-2 years? If so, why?

CalCCA disagrees with this prioritization for reasons described in sections II, III, and IV,

b) If you disagree with any of the above-identified high priority needs,
which three operational needs should be prioritized and why? Please
include a timeline for implementation and explain your reasoning for
supporting the priorities.

CalCCA proposes the following prioritization of the top three operational needs, described in

further detail in sections II, III, and IV, above:

1. Open Access to the distribution system
ii. DER dispatchability/control
iii. DER visibility to the CAISO

Diverging approaches to enabling a High DER Future — Following
Workshop 1, the workshop series highlighted a diverging approach to long-
term visions for a High DER Future between the IOUs’ top-down “grid
orchestration” approach?? where DSOs are central in coordinating DERs
and the bottom-up, open-access vision?* recommended by other stakeholders.
(Refer to Attachment 1, page 36, ""Key Takeaways from Workshop 2".)

a) Which approach do you support, the top-down “grid orchestration”

21
22
23

See FGS Report, at 29: Figure 12, Urgency of Implementing Operational Needs 29.
FGS Report, at 15-16, 30-35.
Id. at 21-23.
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approach?* or the bottom-up, open-access vision?’ for a High DER
future? Please explain your reasoning for supporting the chosen
approach and what steps should be taken in this proceeding to
implement this vision. How do these steps align with the DSO’s roles
and responsibilities?
As discussed in section II, above, CalCCA supports the bottom-up, open-access approach to
enable a high DER future.

b) How do the operational needs identified in question 2 above align with
your recommendation for question 3 (a) above?

The operational needs identified in sections II, III, and III, above, directly support open
access to the distribution grid. CalCCA’s top operational need priority is open access to the
distribution grid, followed by DER dispatchability/control, and finally, DER visibility to the CAISO.
A longer-term objective of the open-access framework will be to animate DER marketplaces,
increasing access for DERs to provide grid support. DER dispatchability is also a high priority,
assuming it supports non-IOU dispatchability/control. Finally, an open-access framework enables
access to the data necessary to support DER visibility to the CAISO.

] Based on the discussions and perspectives presented during the
workshop series, do stakeholders envision a hybrid approach that
could bridge the gap between the IOU vision of grid orchestration and

the bottom-up, open-access vision? If so, what might such a hybrid
model entail?

One hybrid model will allow IOUs to orchestrate DERs only enrolled in an IOU program or
tariff while providing non-IOU LSEs access to the grid, DERs, and customer meter data, as section

II, above, details. The IOUs can target DER enrollment in areas where the grid is constrained to

24 Topic 3a of Workshop 3 provides an opportunity for stakeholders to offer and discuss their ideas

for new use cases for DER visibility to the DSO (key to grid orchestration).

25 Topic 4 of Workshop 3 provides an opportunity for stakeholders to offer and discuss their ideas
for new use cases for potential distribution-level grid services market opportunities (key to bottom-up,
open-access).
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better manage demand on those circuits. This will include circuits experiencing extended
energization delays and those requiring upstream capacity upgrades.

Providing grid, DERs, and customer meter data directly to LSEs or via a statewide data hub
will enable open access to the distribution grid. LSEs and DER aggregators/developers can then
operate DERs under their control to support grid needs. This will lead to the creation of DER
marketplaces, expanding the pool of available DERs to support the efficient operation of a high DER
grid. The ultimate step will be extending the marketplace to access the CAISO wholesale markets.

4. In Workshop 2, Assessing Gaps, the stakeholders focused on identifying gaps
and barriers to achieving the operational needs from Workshop 1. During
Workshop 2, the IOUs also presented roadmaps for DERs and/or Grid
Orchestration and Automated Distribution Management Systems (ADMS)
and DER Management Systems (DERMS) capabilities?® in relation to the
operational needs identified from Workshop-1. (See pages 58-82 of
Attachment 1, "APPENDIX A: OPERATIONAL NEEDS GAP
ASSESSMENT" for a detailed assessment of the gaps.) The following
questions focus on operational needs and use cases articulated specifically for
DER/Grid Orchestration by leveraging ADMS/DERMS capabilities.

a) Which operational needs and use cases can be operationalized by
addressing gaps and barriers to DER/Grid Orchestration and
ADMS/DERMS capabilities? How do these steps align with the DSO’s
roles and responsibilities?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

b) What specific steps should be addressed in this proceeding to advance
DER operationalization? How do these steps align with the DSO’s
roles and responsibilities?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

] The IOUs recommended a working group/task force(s) to collaborate
on a framework that enables advanced DER/Grid Orchestration.?’ Do
you agree with this recommendation, and if so, what are the key
factors to consider in forming and setting goals for work products for
this group? If you disagree, what alternative approaches should be

26 FGS Report, at 30-35.
27 Id. at 15-16, 30-35.
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considered?

CalCCA favors an open-access grid over the grid orchestration approach and disagrees with
the need for a working group/task force to advance this framework. However, CalCCA supports a
working group/task force to address the best approach to provide LSEs access to data on grid
conditions, customer loads, and DERs, as discussed in section II, above. CalCCA also supports a
working group/task force to develop strategies for animating DER marketplaces. Any working
groups/task forces must have clear objectives, deliverables, timelines, and outcomes to ensure
worthwhile effort.

d) In Workshops 1 and 2, the IOUs outlined a “grid orchestration”
vision for a high-DER future. The terminology and Grid
Modernization Plans (See Attachment 1, Appendix B) indicate a
significant role for DSOs in orchestrating DERs. However, despite
pilot work underway (See Aftachment 1, Appendix C), there are still
gaps in the timelines for developing and implementing operational
capabilities. What improvements should be made to the ongoing pilot
program? How can the ongoing and proposed pilots guide further
actions to address the gaps? In your response, identify the gaps and
the proposed enhancements.

CalCCA has no response at this time.

e) Is there a benefit in reviewing the five nearest-term pilot programs or
functions the utilities can roll out and determining the technical
requirements for those options? Explain your reasoning.

CalCCA has no response at this time.

5. The FGS Report compiled stakeholder recommendations as five topic
summaries based on input and discussion during Workshop 3 - Developing
Recommendations to Address Gaps. The FGS Report also includes
Gridworks’ recommendations for the next steps. (Refer to the “Stakeholder
Recommendations ...” and “Gridworks Recommended Next Steps ...” sections
in Workshop 3, pages 39 — 51 of Attachment 1.)

a) Please rank the five topics in order of priority and explain your

reasoning (''1" being the highest priority). Please include subtopics 3a
and 3b as you rank the five topics.
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CalCCA provides the following rankings for the topic summaries, described in further detail
in sections IV and V, above:

o Implementation of flexible generation interconnection;

o Roadmap for distribution-level grid services from flexible load energization;
o Data sharing in a high DER future;

o DER visibility to the CAISO;

o Scoping of IOU system upgrades to support dynamic rates; and

. DER visibility to the DSO.

b) Which recommendations from stakeholders and/or Gridworks do you
support for each topic and why?

See CalCCA responses in section IV, above.

c) Regarding topic 3b in the FGS Report, DER Visibility to the CAISO,
how do we ensure interoperability and visibility between the DSO and
the CAISO for DER visibility to the CAISO?

CalCCA does not have a specific recommendation for this topic but supports further
exploration of workable solutions.

d) Do you have recommendations on other operational needs that were
not included in the final workshop??? If so, please list the operational
need(s) and your specific recommendation.

CalCCA does not have recommendations for other operational needs that were not included
in the FGS Report.

e) If any of your recommendations require coordination with other
proceedings beyond the scope of the High DER Proceeding, please
provide specific details about the necessary coordination, including
the relevant proceedings and issues involved.

CalCCA does not have recommendations for requiring coordination with proceedings beyond

those listed in Table 2, page 52 of the FGS Report.?’

28 FGS Report, at 37.
2 Id. at 52.
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VIII. CONCLUSION
For all the foregoing reasons, CalCCA respectfully requests consideration of the comments
herein and looks forward to an ongoing dialogue with the Commission and stakeholders.

Respectfully submitted,

ool

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

December 6, 2024
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