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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

CalCCA provides the following recommendations to the Commission:

o Firm FSCs should be made available on all circuits to optimize grid capacity for load
growth and ensure reliable operation of the distribution grid;

o Customers on unconstrained circuits opting into firm FSCs with non-firm import capacity
and DER owners that supply this capacity should be compensated, as they both provide a
beneficial grid service; and

o The Commission should ensure a level playing field for IOU and CCA generation service
and flexibility solutions to allow customers to choose the best option for their needs.

! Acronyms used in the Summary of Recommendations are defined in the body of this document,
California Community Choice Association’s Opening Comments on Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling
Clarifying Next Steps for Flexible Service Connections, Modifying Phase 2 Schedule, and Requesting
Party Comments, dated March 13, 2025.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish R.24-01-018
Energization Timelines.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING
COMMENTS ON ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING CLARIFYING
NEXT STEPS FOR FLEXIBLE SERVICE CONNECTIONS, MODIFYING
PHASE 2 SCHEDULE, AND REQUESTING PARTY COMMENTS

California Community Choice Association? (CalCCA) submits these opening comments
pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Clarifying Next Steps for Flexible Service
Connections, Modifying Phase 2 Schedule, and Requesting Party Comments’ (Ruling), dated
February 7, 2025. Among other items, the Ruling clarifies the next steps for the development of
certain flexible service connection pathways, and requests party comments. The E-Mail Ruling

Granting Schedule Amendment,* dated February 20, 2025, extends the date for submitting

Opening Comments to March 13, 2025, and Reply Comments to March 27, 2025.

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 Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Clarifying Next Steps for Flexible Service Connections,
Modifying Phase 2 Schedule, and Requesting Party Comments, Rulemaking (R.) 24-01-018 (Feb. 7, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/M556/K603/556603068.PDF.

4 E-Mail Ruling Granting Schedule Amendment, R.24-01-018 (Feb. 20, 2025):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M557/K609/557609764.PDEF.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Rapid electric load growth in response to California’s aggressive greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction efforts has resulted in significant delays in energizing new loads, including electric
vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure, data centers, housing, and commercial and agricultural
facilities. Much of this new load can materialize more quickly than investor-owned utilities
(IOUs) are able to plan for and upgrade distribution capacity. D.24-10-030° in the Commission’s
High Distributed Energy Resource proceeding® recently outlined several “bridging strategies” for
I0Us to accommodate energization requests before completing the necessary grid upgrades.
These bridging strategies include temporary limits on how much power a new load can import
and IOU- and customer-owned distributed energy resources (DER).

The Ruling raises important questions regarding firm Flexible Service Connections
(FSC), which can result in reducing delays in energization by allowing customers to partially
energize new loads on capacity-constrained circuits. FSCs, combined with DER, demand
response, and other load flexibility options, can also help distribution system operators (DSO)
better manage capacity on unconstrained circuits while ensuring reliable grid operation.

CalCCA provides overall recommendations regarding firm FSCs before responding to
Ruling question 10 regarding the circumstances under which a customer should be eligible for an

FSC.” Overall, CalCCA urges the Commission to ensure a level playing field for community

5 Decision (D.) 24-10-030, Decision Adopting Improvements to Distribution Planning and Project

Execution Process, Distribution Resource Planning Data Portals, and Integration Capacity Maps, R.21-
06-017 (Oct. 23, 2024), at 89-93:

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

6 Order Instituting Rulemaking to Modernize the Electric Grid for a High Distributed Energy
Resources Future, R.21-06-017 (Jun. 24, 2021) (High DER Proceeding):
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,.RIR:P5 PROCEEDING SELECT:R2106017.

7 CalCCA is concurrently filing comments in the High DER Proceeding in response to a Ruling
regarding medium- and longer-term flexible connection options, including non-firm import capacity. See
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choice aggregators (CCA) and their customers in the context of the FSC framework. CalCCA
provides the following recommendations in response to the Ruling:

e Firm FSCs should be made available on all circuits to optimize grid capacity for
load growth and ensure reliable operation of the distribution grid;

e (Customers on unconstrained circuits opting into firm FSCs with non-firm import
capacity and DER owners that supply this capacity should be compensated, as
they both provide a beneficial grid service; and

e The Commission should ensure a level playing field for IOU and CCAs

generation service and flexibility solutions to allow customers to choose the best
option for their needs.

I1. FIRM FSCS SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE ON ALL CIRCUITS TO
OPTIMIZE GRID CAPACITY AND ENSURE RELIABLE OPERATION OF THE
DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

Firm FSCs should be made available to customers applying for new or expanded service
on both constrained and unconstrained circuits to optimize grid capacity and ensure reliable
operation of the distribution grid. Building and transportation electrification are key to the state’s
efforts to reduce GHG emissions, but they also pose significant challenges for grid planning and
timely energization of customer loads. Firm FSCs offer a potential solution for customers on
constrained circuits to partially energize loads by limiting the amount of electricity they import
until the necessary grid upgrades are completed. They can also be leveraged to increase capacity
on unconstrained circuits to accommodate unanticipated load growth, defer or eliminate the need
for costly grid upgrades, and improve reliability. Firm FSCs should, therefore, be allowed on

both constrained and unconstrained circuits to optimize existing grid capacity.

Assigned Commissioner’s and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Additional Information from
Parties, Setting Forth Further Direction, and Modifying Schedule for Track 3, R.21-06-017 (Feb. 7,
2025) (High DER Ruling):
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GO00/MS556/K602/556602955.PDF.
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Forecasting the magnitude and precise location of electrification-related load growth is
difficult and imprecise, making it challenging to predict which circuits will experience capacity
constraints.® Large unanticipated loads, such as EV fast chargers or data centers, can be
developed much more quickly than the IOUs’ ability to plan for and upgrade grid infrastructure,
as discussed in a recent Staff Proposal in the High DER Proceeding:

Major upgrades to the distribution circuits can take up to three years

to execute, and major upgrades to substations can take up to eight

years. EV charging stations, by contrast, can request service

equivalent to a new neighborhood or factory but can be installed in

a matter of weeks.’
Given the difficulty of predicting which circuits may experience rapid load growth, DSOs should
use all available tools and resources to optimize capacity on every circuit.

In addition, the Smart Inverter Operationalization Working Group Report (SIOWG
Report) in the High DER Proceeding'® describes how Limited Load Profiles (LLP),!! as part of
FSC agreements (FSCA), can be combined with DER to provide beneficial grid services:

Operational flexibility could also extend optionally to import limits
by including firm import limits (possibly per scheduled times as is
currently possible for export limits) as well as additional non-firm
import capacity that could be used if authorized by the DSO in
Limited Load Profiles. This approach might be used to avoid,

minimize, or defer distribution system upgrades, whether paid for
by the DER owner or by ratepayers. '

8 See, e.g., Staff Proposal for the High DER Proceeding, R.21-06-017 (Apr. 5, 2024) (High DER
Staff Proposal), at 24: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M529/K078/529078850.PDF.
? 1bid.

10 Xanthus Verdant, Smart Inverter Operationalization (SI0) Working Group Report, Business
Cases and Use Cases, R.21-06-017 (Feb. 1, 2024): https://gridworks.org/wp-
content/uploads/2024/02/Smart-Inverter-Operationalization-Working-Group-Report-Feb.1.24.pdf.

1 Limited Load Profiles are agreements for customers adding new loads that combine fixed import
limits with additional non-firm import capacity if authorized by the DSO based on forecasted grid
conditions.

12 Id., at 32.
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While non-firm import capacity is a medium- to longer-term issue and the subject of the High
DER Ruling, there is clearly value in allowing FSCs on all circuits as soon as possible. The
Commission should, therefore, authorize the use of firm FSCs on both constrained and
unconstrained circuits and expedite the development and deployment of FSCs for non-firm
import capacity.

III. CUSTOMERS AND DER OWNERS/AGGREGATORS PROVIDING
OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY SHOULD BE COMPENSATED

Increased operational flexibility allows DSOs to better manage available capacity during
normal and abnormal conditions and defer or avoid grid upgrades. This, in turn, helps reduce
energization delays and supports meeting the state’s electrification and GHG reduction goals.
Customers choosing firm FSCs to allow partial energization on constrained circuits can
experience benefits in the form of reduced energization times. However, customers opting into
FSCs with firm import limits to increase capacity on unconstrained circuits also provide a
valuable grid service and should be adequately compensated.

While the Ruling focuses on firm import limits, the issue of making firm FSCs available
to customers on unconstrained circuits requires a discussion of non-firm import capacity. A
customer applying for service on an unconstrained circuit has no real incentive to enter into an
FSCA that restricts their ability to import energy. If the customer did enter into such an
agreement, however, this customer would benefit from access to non-firm import capacity
supplied by DERs owned or controlled by other parties. The customer accepting firm import
limits and the DER owners/aggregators supplying the non-firm import capacity would then need
adequate compensation for this arrangement to work. The SIOWG Report offers the following

observation on a potential arrangement for compensation:



Although incentives and/or compensation are out-of-scope for the
SIOWG, it may be that this shift in managing the export and/or
import of power could involve such compensation, or other
incentives such as grid informed retail rates which incentivize DER
on when to increase or decrease imports or exports. '3

Regardless of the type of compensation, both the party accepting firm import limits/non-firm
capacity imports and the DER owner/aggregator supplying additional capacity would need
adequate compensation to be incentivized to provide these beneficial grid services.

IV. 10U BRIDGING SOLUTIONS SHOULD NOT PREVENT CCAS FROM
SERVING CUSTOMERS ON A LEVEL PLAYING FIELD

The Commission must ensure that CCAs and their customers operate on a level playing
field with FSC solutions. Given that the IOUs own the distribution system and that requests for
energization are made to the IOU, each IOU has a built-in “structural advantage,” which creates
a risk of influencing customers in favor of IOU-centric energy supply or program options. The
Commission should, therefore, implement express reporting, notice, and other data-sharing
requirements to ensure the delivery or FSC service is not tied to IOU generation service or other
programs. The Commission should also ensure that the IOU FSC tariffs or agreements do not
exclude the ability of CCAs to serve FSC customers or participate in bridging options.

Between this proceeding and the High DER Proceeding, a framework for FSC solutions
is being developed. The FSC customer options within this framework may include the following

arrangements:

e Firm Import Limit FSCA: an arrangement whereby a customer agrees to a firm
limit on how much electricity they can import from the distribution system. This
can be used as a temporary measure to allow a customer to partially energize on a
constrained circuit until the system is upgraded to serve the customer fully or as a
longer-term measure to help DSOs manage capacity on unconstrained circuits;

13 Id., at 33.



e LLP: an arrangement whereby a customer agrees to a firm limit on the amount of
electricity it can import, plus an additional, non-firm amount of electricity it can
import if authorized by the DSO, based on forecasted grid conditions.

e Firm Import/Export Limit: an agreement establishing firm limits on the amount
of electricity a DER owner can import from or export to the distribution grid.

e Non-Firm Import/Export Limit: an agreement allowing a DER owner to exceed

its firm import/export limits if authorized by the DSO, based on forecasted grid
conditions.

Customers planning new or additional loads will learn about FSCs and other established
temporary bridging options from IOUs when they submit an energization application to the IOU.
D.24-10-030 requires IOUs to develop bridging strategies to accommodate energization requests
that trigger capacity upgrades.'# These strategies include temporary constraints on load imports
and IOU- and customer-owned DER. However, D.24-10-030 does not address how customers
will be made aware of alternatives for generation service or other non-IOU bridging options. The
Commission should, therefore, implement express reporting, notice, and other data-sharing
requirements to ensure that customers of CCAs are aware of all options for generation service, as
well as other IOU and CCA bridging solutions.

For example, CCAs have deployed or have plans to deploy DER Management Systems
(DERMS) to dispatch customer-owned DERs.!'> These CCA DERMS can be configured to
receive real- and near-real-time dispatch signals from an IOU DERMS, providing operational
flexibility during normal and abnormal operating conditions and supporting the deployment of
FSCs throughout the grid. Customers should be allowed to participate in these and other CCA-

offered programs as an alternative to IOU offerings. Since IOUs are generally the first point of

14 D.24-10-030, Ordering Paragraph 18, at 197:
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M544/K154/544154869.PDF.

15 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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contact for new loads, the Commission should implement express reporting, notice, and other

data-sharing requirements to ensure delivery or FSC service is not tied to IOU generation service

or other programs. The Commission should also ensure that the IOU FSC tariffs and agreements

do not exclude the ability of CCAs to serve FSC customers or participate in bridging options.

V.

CALCCA COMMENTS ON THE QUESTIONS ON FIRM FLEXIBLE SERVICE
CONNECTIONS

Pilot and Process Learnings

1. What learnings from past and ongoing large IOU FSC pilots and processes
can inform the design of LLP?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

2. Are there FSC processes in other jurisdictions whose learnings should be
considered? If so, what are those jurisdictions and the associated learnings?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

3. What is an appropriate temporal granularity for LLP schedules? For
example, will the simple monthly or seasonal import-limit granularity
utilized within Limited Generation Profiles (LGP) be sufficient for LLP
schedules? If not, why not?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

4. What elements of LGP adopted in R.17-07-007 and LGP Resolutions should
be adapted for development of LLPs? In what ways can implementation of
LLP employ approaches from the LGP process? In what ways should LLP
design and implementation differ from LGP?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

5. How can Load ICA results and data inform and enable LLPs? Is there
another existing means to inform and enable LLP other than Load ICA?

CalCCA has no response at this time.
Equipment Requirements and Certification
6. To implement static LLPs what device(s) are required for customers to

install to control load and prevent power consumption (i.e., imports) from
exceeding the scheduled LLP? Is PCS sufficient for this task?



CalCCA has no response at this time.
7. Is a PCS certified to UL 3141 Issue 2,4 sufficient to operationalize static

LLPs? If no, why not, and are there alternative existing standards or
equipment the Commission should consider for LLP participation?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

8. When do stakeholders expect UL 3141 Issue 2 certified equipment to be
readily available to support LLP?

CalCCA has no response at this time.
0. Is there a size threshold (e.g., absolute [MW] or relative [percent of total

feeder rating] site capacity) that necessitates equipment commissioning or
telemetry? If so, what is that threshold and what need does it raise?

CalCCA has no response at this time.

Energization Queue and Circumstances for LLP

10. Under what circumstances should a customer be eligible for FSCAs? What
type or class of customer should be eligible for FSCAs and why? Should
FSCAs be reserved for when a circuit is constrained? Should customers be

able to elect to engage in an FSCAs on an unconstrained circuit to aid in
creating circuit capacity for additional customers?

As discussed in sections I, I1I, and IV above, CalCCA supports using FSCs on both
constrained and unconstrained circuits to provide operational flexibility to support the rapid
growth of transportation and building electrification. Given the short development time and
difficulty in predicting where these loads may appear on the grid, DSOs must use every available
tool to optimize capacity on all circuits. The widespread use of FSCs is one such tool that is readily
available and has the potential to not only provide operational flexibility but also yield
infrastructure investment savings. Furthermore, customers opting into FSCs for firm import/non-
firm import capacity on unconstrained circuits and DER owners supplying the non-firm import
capacity provide valuable grid services and should be compensated to help incentivize the

realization of maximum FSC benefits. Finally, the Commission should ensure a level playing field



with respect to the established FSC framework to ensure CCA generation service and flexibility
options remain available to customers.

11. How should the Utilities address multiple requests for FSCAs on the same
circuit?

CalCCA has no response at this time.
Tariffs, Rules, Agreements, and Forms

12. What are the applicable tariffs, rules, agreements, and forms that may need
modification? What should those modifications be? Is there a need for
differences between different IOUs' versions of these documents? If so, what
is this need based upon?

CalCCA has no response at this time.
13. Are there any unique considerations that must be included in modifications
to rules, agreements, and/ or forms (e.g., such as for onsite generation,
electric vehicles, or emergency conditions)?
CalCCA has no response at this time.
14.  Are there other steps needed to implement FSCs? If so, what are these steps?
CalCCA has no response at this time.
VI. 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,

Yol

Leanne Bober,

Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy
General Counsel

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE
ASSOCIATION

March 13, 2025
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