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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA recommends that the Commission: 

1. Modify the DWG Report to incorporate the following corrections: 

• Include a description of the role of data managers under the section titled “Data 
Sharing with CCAs” on page 42 of the DWG Report to reflect how billing and 
usage data, EDI 867 data, and Item 16 and 17 data is processed; and 

• Correct the narrative that discusses PG&E’s data sharing practices with CCAs to 
correctly characterize Ava’s data sharing experience with PG&E. 

2. Add or prioritize the following recommendations: 

• Add a Priority Use Case and recommendations to improve CCA access to timely, 
accurate, and complete interval customer usage data; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(v), exploration of the costs and benefits of a 
statewide DER registry to facilitate the widespread deployment of DER; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(vi), improved DER program enrollment data 
sharing between IOUs and CCAs to unlock opportunities for CCA-managed DER 
to provide demand flexibility; 

• Prioritize Recommendation C(b)(i) and C(b)(ii), improvements to DER siting to 
facilitate strategic deployment of DER for optimizing grid capacity; and 

• Prioritize Recommendation D(i), (ii), and (iii), DER market integration to prevent 
misaligned control signals and to maximize opportunities for DER to provide 
demand flexibility. 

3. Adopt the following factors for determining use case priority and sequencing to guide 
the implementation of the recommendations: 

• Scale; 

• Duration/regulatory effort; 

• Economic impact; 

• Ability to meet state and local goals; 

• Implementation timing and effort; 

• Technical effort and investment; and 

• Breadth of impact. 
4. Adopt a set of principles to guide data access system cost allocation to ensure any 

costs borne by customers are reasonable; and 
5. Clarify the timing and process for implementing the DWG Report’s recommendations 

to ensure the data access improvements are successfully implemented.

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these comments pursuant 

to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Data Working Group Report3 

(Ruling), dated June 12, 2026, and Ruling Extending Time for Party Comments,4 dated June 22, 

2026. The Ruling seeks comments on the final Data Working Group Report (DWG Report) and 

responses to specific questions in Section 2 of the Ruling.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

The California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) efforts through this 

Rulemaking to improve data access related to distributed energy resources (DERs) take an 

 
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, 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, Valley Clean 
Energy, and WestLight Energy. 
3  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on Data Working Group Report, 
Rulemaking (R.) 22-11-013 (June 12, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=608677324.  
4  Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Extending Time for Party Comments, R.22-11-013 (June 22, 
2026), https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M609/K237/609237430.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/SearchRes.aspx?DocFormat=ALL&DocID=608677324
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M609/K237/609237430.PDF
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important step towards enhancing visibility, coordination, and integration of DER. Timely access 

to accurate and complete DER, interval customer usage, and related data is essential for meeting 

the state’s clean energy goals and easing the existing rates affordability crisis. Community choice 

aggregators (CCA) must also rely on the investor-owned utilities (IOU) for interval customer 

usage, billing, and program enrollment data to serve their customers and offer demand flexibility 

programs that support the communities and customers they serve. Access to customer and grid 

data is necessary to orchestrate DERs to optimize existing distribution system capacity while 

ensuring grid reliability and safety. The DWG Report and the Ruling offer an opportunity to 

advance efforts to resolve some of these long-standing and challenging issues.  

The DWG Report offers recommendations and use cases as an initial step towards 

improving access to this data, within the context and scope of R.22-11-013. These 

recommendations should be viewed as complementary to data access efforts in related 

proceedings, including the Commission’s High DER,5 Energization,6 Rule 21,7 and Demand 

Response8 proceedings, as well as the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Load 

Management Standards (LMS) Pre-Rulemaking.9 Collaboration across these agencies is essential 

to the successful implementation of the DWG Report’s recommendations. The Commission 

should also ensure that the recommendations in the DWG Report are deliberated in the 

 
5  Order Instituting Rulemaking (OIR) to Modernize the Electric Grid for a High DER Future, 
R.21-06-017 (June 24, 2021), 
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2106017. 
6  OIR to Establish Energization Timelines, R.24-01-018 (Jan. 25, 2024).  
7  OIR to Update Distribution Level Interconnection Rules and Regulations, R.25-08-004 (Aug. 14, 
2025), https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2401018. 
8  OIR to Enhance Demand Response in California, R.25-09-004 (Sep. 18, 2025), 
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2509004. 
9  CEC, Rulemaking to Improve Implementation and Expand Participation Under the LMS (LMS 
Pre-Rulemaking), 26-OIR-01 (Apr. 9, 2026), https://www.energy.ca.gov/proceedings/dockets/california-
energy-commission-dockets. 

https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2106017
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2401018
https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:56::::RP,57,RIR:P5_PROCEEDING_SELECT:R2509004
https://www.energy.ca.gov/proceedings/dockets/california-energy-commission-dockets
https://www.energy.ca.gov/proceedings/dockets/california-energy-commission-dockets
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appropriate proceeding to allow adequate stakeholder engagement and alignment with that 

proceeding's scope and objectives. 

The DWG Report leaves many questions unanswered and requires clarification from the 

Commission about the prioritization and sequencing of any adopted recommendations. Although 

it may be tempting to adopt certain measures that appear to be easy fixes, such as expanding the 

existing California Distributed Generation Statistics (DG Stats) database to include all DERs, the 

Commission should not bypass the stakeholder process for the sake of expediency. Some of the 

recommendations and use cases require further exploration and input from stakeholders, 

including CCAs and DER aggregators, to ensure successful implementation and positive 

outcomes, as discussed in the responses to the Ruling Questions herein.  

As set forth below in responses to the Ruling Questions, CalCCA recommends that the 

Commission: 

1. Modify the DWG Report to incorporate the following corrections: 

• Include a description of the role of data managers under the section titled 
“Data Sharing with CCAs” on page 42 of the DWG Report to reflect how 
billing and usage data, Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) 867 data, and Item 
16 and 17 data is processed; and 

• Correct the narrative that discusses Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 
(PG&E) data sharing practices with CCAs to correctly characterize Ava 
Community Energy’s (Ava) data sharing experience with PG&E. 

2. Add or prioritize the following recommendations: 

• Add a Priority Use Case and recommendations to improve CCA access to 
timely, accurate, and complete interval customer usage data; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(v), exploration of the costs and benefits of a 
statewide DER registry to facilitate the widespread deployment of DER; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(vi), improved DER program enrollment data 
sharing between IOUs and CCAs to unlock opportunities for CCA-managed 
DER to provide demand flexibility; 

• Prioritize Recommendation C(b)(i) and C(b)(ii), improvements to DER siting 
to facilitate strategic deployment of DER for optimizing grid capacity; and 
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• Prioritize Recommendation D(i), (ii), and (iii), DER market integration to 
prevent misaligned control signals and to maximize opportunities for DER to 
provide demand flexibility. 

3. Adopt the following factors for determining use case priority and sequencing 
to guide the implementation of the recommendations: 

• Scale; 

• Duration/regulatory effort; 

• Economic impact; 

• Ability to meet state and local goals; 

• Implementation timing and effort; 

• Technical effort and investment; and 

• Breadth of impact. 

4. Adopt a set of principles to guide data access system cost allocation to ensure any 
costs borne by customers are reasonable; and 

5. Clarify the timing and process for implementing the DWG Report’s 
recommendations to ensure the data access improvements are successfully 
implemented. 

II. CALCCA RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS FROM THE RULING LISTED 
BELOW 

1. Corrections: The DWG Report includes a range of stakeholder input and 
recommendations from ten public working group meetings facilitated by 
UCLA. Please review the report (Attachment 1) to ensure it accurately 
reflects stakeholder input. If there are discrepancies, please identify the 
sections, provide specific details and suggested corrections, and identify any 
inaccuracies, inconsistencies, or omissions from the meeting discussion in the 
sections of the DWG Report. Comments should be limited to workshop 
discussions and proposed recommendations.  

The DWG Report should be modified to incorporate the following corrections to Chapter 

3, Summary of Available DER Data, as discussed below: 

• Include a description of the role of data managers under the section titled 
“Data Sharing with CCAs” on page 42 of the DWG Report; and 

• Correct the narrative that discusses PG&E’s data sharing practices with 
CCAs. 
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A. Include a Description of the Role of Data Managers Under the Section Titled 
“Data Sharing with CCAs” on Page 42 of the DWG Report. 

CalCCA’s Informal Comments on the draft DWG Report recommended modifying the 

narrative to discuss the role of data managers to provide a full record of the data sharing process, 

but did not include specific language to incorporate.10 CalCCA recommends that the section on 

page 42 of the DWG Report titled “Data Sharing with CCAs” be modified to include the 

following language to ensure the accuracy and comprehensiveness of the record: 

Some CCAs contract with data managers, such as the Sacramento 
Municipal Utility District (SMUD) and Calpine Community Energy 
(Calpine), to receive and process customer interval and billing data. 
The data managers receive raw billing and usage data via SMD, EDI 
867 billing quality interval meter data, and Item 16 and 17 data. 
These data managers act as agents for the CCAs, operate under the 
same data nondisclosure, security, and privacy requirements, and 
require the same level of access to data as the CCAs. 

B. Correct the Narrative That Discusses PG&E’s Data Sharing Practices with 
CCAs 

The narrative starting on page 42 of the DWG Report that discusses PG&E’s data sharing 

practices with CCAs should be corrected to reflect how EDI 867 data is processed, and to 

correctly characterize Ava’s data sharing experience with PG&E. First, the narrative starting on 

page 43 of the DWG Report should be revised with the following additions (underlined) and 

deletions (strikeouts): 

Ava Community Energy (Ava) reports higher latencies. Their They 
request bulk annual and monthly consumption data from Items 16 
and 17 are requested once a year, for the prior full calendar year. and 
the data is received 15-18 months following the dates of measured 
power flows. Ava reports that PG&E does not necessarily send the 
data in response to Ava’s initial request without subsequent follow-
ups. The need for multiple follow-ups can result in a delay of up to 
one month in receiving data following Ava’s initial request. 
Additionally, Ava raised the issue of large discrepancies observed 

 
10  DWG Report, Appendix C – Informal Comments on the Draft DWG Report, CalCCA’s Informal 
Comments on the Draft Data Working Group Report (CalCCA’s Informal Comments), at 5. 
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between Item 16 and 17 data, Share My Data, and bill data. Item 16 
and Item 17 data are considered unreliable, particularly Item 16. Ava 
reports that PG&E does not necessarily send the data as they should 
without Ava’s initial requests and subsequent follow ups; it is 
unclear whether this is expected given that this data is provided after 
payment of a fee.  

Second, the second bullet point on page 43 of the same section should be modified as 

follows: 

Persistent delays: Data frequently arrives well beyond 48 hours. Ava 
Community Energy reports data availability 3–7 days after actual 
usage, only 4–5 6–7 days per week, with no clear explanation for 
gaps in daily delivery. 

2. Recommendations: Chapter 7 of the DWG Report contains a comprehensive 
set of recommendations for improving DER data access and addressing 
challenges in aggregation, standardization and governance. Please comment 
on the most important and actionable recommendations from your 
organization’s perspective.  

CalCCA reiterates its support for the following recommendations included in its Informal 

Comments on the draft DWG Report, as discussed in further detail below: 

• Add a Priority Use Case and recommendations to improve CCA access to 
timely, accurate, and complete interval customer usage data; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(v), exploration of the costs and benefits of a 
statewide DER registry; 

• Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(vi), improved DER program enrollment data 
sharing between IOUs and CCAs; 

• Prioritize Recommendation C(b)(i) and C(b)(ii), improvements to DER siting; 
and 

• Prioritize Recommendation D(i), (ii), and (iii), DER distribution market 
integration. 

A. The Commission Should Add a Priority Use Case and Recommendations to 
Improve CCA Access to Timely, Accurate, and Complete Customer Interval 
Usage Data 

CalCCA restates its support for the Commission to establish a Priority Use Case and 

recommendations to improve CCA access to timely, accurate, and complete interval customer 
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usage data for billing, load forecasting, procurement, and load flexibility program 

management.11 The use case and recommendations should also address the CCAs’ ability to 

develop dynamic pricing to comply with the CEC’s LMS by the 2027 deadline. While the DWG 

Report now includes a paragraph on page 83 in the Additional Use Cases discussion about this 

issue, there is no accompanying recommendation to address it. Since this is a long-standing issue 

that affects the CCAs’ ability to meet the State’s deadline for implementing dynamic pricing, it 

should be categorized as a Priority Use Case. The DWG Report should also be revised to include 

specific recommendations for how to address this concern. 

B. The Commission Should Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(v), Exploration of 
the Costs and Benefits of a Statewide DER Registry 

The Commission should prioritize recommendation B(a)(v) to explore the costs and 

benefits of a statewide DER registry. A statewide DER registry that contains technical, 

locational, performance, and other information about DERs could facilitate widespread and rapid 

deployment of DER to support the grid, if properly designed and maintained. It would allow grid 

operators, CCAs, and other load-serving entities (LSE) to access this information to design 

programs and tariffs to optimize existing grid capacity and enable grid and market operators to 

effectively orchestrate DERs. The data in the registry must be kept up to date and accurate; 

otherwise, it will become unreliable and of little value. The most effective way to ensure the data 

is current and accurate is to link the registry to a market or other mechanism by which DERs 

receive value for providing grid services. 

Before committing to building a statewide DER registry or deciding the entity 

responsible for setting up and maintaining it, the Commission must determine the DER 

orchestration framework and establish clear roles and responsibilities for system operators, DER 

 
11  CalCCA’s Informal Comments, at 2-3. 
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providers, and other State regulatory agencies. This effort is currently underway in the High 

DER proceeding but requires close coordination with the CAISO and the CEC. Each agency 

collects and maintains different DER data for various purposes, necessitating a new, more 

comprehensive database to support DER orchestration. A demand flexibility marketplace is the 

logical host for a DER registry, as discussed in response to Question 4, as it would link DERs to 

value-creation opportunities, providing the appropriate motivation for DER providers to keep the 

data current. The Commission should begin exploring the costs and benefits of a DER registry to 

help inform the development of a DER orchestration framework that supports the most efficient 

and cost-effective approach for hosting the database. 

C. The Commission Should Prioritize Recommendation B(a)(vi), Improved 
DER Program Enrollment Data Sharing Between IOUs and CCAs 

The Commission should prioritize recommendation B(a)(vi) to address ongoing DER 

program enrollment data sharing issues between the CCAs and the IOUs. The inability of CCAs 

to receive timely information about IOU DER program enrollment is a long-standing issue that 

has been discussed at length during DWG meetings, in CalCCA’s Informal Comments, and 

through CCA-submitted use cases.12 It currently hinders CCA customer DER participation and 

limits the potential benefits of CCA-managed DER programs and DER Management Systems. 

The Commission is developing a DER orchestration framework in the High DER 

proceeding, which could help unlock opportunities for CCA- and non-IOU-managed DERs to 

 
12  See, DWG Report, at 33; CPUC R.22-11-013 – Data Working Group (DWG) Meeting 8 – Data 
Tools and Cybersecurity, Meeting Summary (May 28, 2025), at 6, 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6840cd482aff062b59086e47/174907
7335309/CPUC+DWG+Meeting+9+-+Notes%2C+Slides%2C+Whiteboard.pdf; CPCU R.22-11-013 – 
Data Working Group (DWG) Meeting 5 – Market Integration + Load Flexibility and Rates, Meeting 
Summary (Dec. 16, 2024), at 6, 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6776ec9b33629b457f325129/17358
47094170/CPUC_DWG_Notes%26Slides_12-16-24.pdf.  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6840cd482aff062b59086e47/1749077335309/CPUC+DWG+Meeting+9+-+Notes%2C+Slides%2C+Whiteboard.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6840cd482aff062b59086e47/1749077335309/CPUC+DWG+Meeting+9+-+Notes%2C+Slides%2C+Whiteboard.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6776ec9b33629b457f325129/1735847094170/CPUC_DWG_Notes%26Slides_12-16-24.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/525dcddce4b03a9509e033ab/t/6776ec9b33629b457f325129/1735847094170/CPUC_DWG_Notes%26Slides_12-16-24.pdf
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provide demand flexibility, optimize existing grid capacity, and reduce the need for costly grid 

investments. The Commission is also considering data systems, data transfer policies, and dual 

participation policies in the Demand Response proceeding, under which a staff proposal 

addressing data systems and processes is anticipated imminently.13 Recommendation B(a)(vi) 

falls under the Demand Response proceeding scope and could be addressed in that proceeding. 

Unless the issues around program enrollment data are fully addressed, CCAs’ efforts to leverage 

their DER for this purpose will be impeded. The Commission must therefore prioritize 

recommendation B(a)(vi). 

D. The Commission Should Prioritize Recommendation C(b)(i) and C(b)(ii), 
Improvements to DER Siting 

The Commission should prioritize recommendations C(b)(i) and C(b)(ii) to allow siting of 

DER to support optimal grid operations. Inaccurate, out-of-date, and missing integration capacity 

analysis data persistently limit CCAs' and aggregators' ability to strategically deploy DERs to 

maximize grid benefits, lower resource adequacy costs, reduce customer bills, and avoid 

unnecessary grid investments. While many of these issues are being discussed in the High DER 

proceeding, the DWG Report offers additional recommendations, such as expanding the data in the 

IOUs’ Interconnection Reports, that would complement ongoing efforts in that proceeding.  

E. The Commission Should Prioritize Recommendation D(i), (ii), and (iii), DER 
Distribution Market Integration 

CalCCA supports exploring a demand flexibility market platform and maintains that 

there are pathways to implement such a market consistent with an IOU-led DER orchestration 

framework, as envisioned in the High DER proceeding. A demand flexibility marketplace would 

help reduce or eliminate the potential for duplicative or misaligned DER control signals by 

 
13  Assigned Commissioner’s Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.25-09-004 (Feb. 12, 2026), 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K038/599038857.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M599/K038/599038857.PDF
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providing a single platform to coordinate economic and grid reliability DER dispatches. The 

market would integrate with IOU and possibly CAISO systems to communicate flexibility needs 

and values, coordinate responses from registered DERs, and perform necessary settlement 

functions. The Commission should immediately begin exploring this option, expanding on 

efforts underway in the High DER proceeding to coordinate with the appropriate stakeholders 

and State agencies. 

3. Use Cases: The DWG Report identifies Priority Use Cases that include 
enabling customers and other entities to make informed decisions on the use 
of DERs and related programs, supporting state, local and tribal government 
planning processes, and improving accuracy in demand forecasting. What 
factors should the Commission consider when determining which Priority 
Use Cases are ripe for Commission action in this proceeding?  

CalCCA reiterates its recommendation to add a Priority Use Case to improve access to 

timely, accurate, and complete interval customer usage data for billing, load forecasting, 

procurement, and load flexibility program management, as discussed in response to Question 2, 

above. As previously stated, data access persistently affects the CCAs’ ability to implement 

dynamic pricing by the LMS deadline and deploy DER to optimize existing grid capacity and 

support electrification and clean energy goals. The impact of this Priority Use Case is broad, 

since CCAs serve more than 15 million customers, representing roughly one-third of the 

CAISO’s load.  

The case for a Priority Use Case to resolve interval customer usage data serves as an 

example for evaluating other Priority Use Cases. The Commission should consider adopting the 

following factors for determining use case priority and sequencing: 

• Scale: The number of customers and LSEs impacted by potential measures to 
resolve the issue addressed in the use case, along with the impact on an LSE’s 
ability to serve its customers; 
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• Duration/Regulatory Effort: How long the issue has been outstanding, the 
number of regulatory proceedings in which it has been deliberated, and 
whether it requires a new proceeding;  

• Economic Impact: The cost to customers and ratepayers of not adequately 
addressing the issue, and the cost of implementing a proposed measure, 
including potential savings associated with the proposed solution; 

• Ability to Meet State/Local Goals: The impact of a proposed measure on 
meeting state and local goals, including climate change mitigation, deploying 
clean energy technologies, improving rate affordability, improving 
energization/interconnection timelines, advancing electrification efforts, 
optimizing existing grid assets, and reducing the need for costly grid 
investments;  

• Ability to Meet Statutory/Regulatory Deadlines: The impact of a proposed 
measure on an LSE’s ability to meet statutory and/or regulatory deadlines, 
such as deploying dynamic rates; 

• Implementation Timing and Effort: How long and at what level of effort it 
will take to implement a proposed solution; 

• Technical Effort and Investment: The level of technical effort, including the 
need for new or updated technology, systems, or processes to support 
implementation of the proposed solution and their related costs; and 

• Breadth of Impact: Whether the proposed solution addresses issues across 
multiple agencies, such as the CEC and CAISO. 

4. Data Governance: The DWG report includes recommendations on data 
governance and interagency coordination with the California Energy 
Commission (CEC) on DER data. Which recommendations are ripe for 
action with regards to optimizing coordination between the CPUC and the 
CEC on DER data governance? How should these recommendations be 
implemented? 

The Commission should adopt recommendation B(a)(v), exploration of the costs and 

benefits of a statewide DER registry, as discussed in response to Question 2 above. The 

Commission could consider establishing a working group to investigate demand flexibility 

markets that use a central DER registry, such as those in the United Kingdom (UK) and 

Australia. This could be done under the High DER proceeding, where discussions on demand 

flexibility markets and DER registries are currently underway. During the recent High DER 

Transmission System Operator (TSO) – Distribution System Operator (DSO) Coordination 
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Framework Workshop, the topic of centralized DER registry was discussed.14 The presenter for 

the UK independent flexibility market operator, Piclo, noted that in the firm’s experience 

worldwide, every centralized DER registry without a clear purpose has failed.15 He further 

recommended that any such registry must provide an incentive to keep DER data current, in the 

form of compensation for beneficial grid services provided in response to published grid needs.16  

The Commission should coordinate with the CEC, CAISO, IOUs, CCAs, and other 

stakeholders to explore the option of creating a DER registry linked to a market or other value-

creating mechanisms, considering the lessons learned and shared by Piclo. The Commission 

could consider forming a working group to investigate existing demand flexibility markets to 

inform a strategy for deploying a DER registry or similar data-sharing platform in California. 

5. Aggregation Rules: The DWG report offers eight recommendations for 
modification of current Commission aggregation rules for non-consented 
data. 

a. Should the current default aggregation threshold standard for 
customer data anonymization be revised? If so, what criteria should 
the Commission use for the new standards and how would those 
criteria appropriately balance customer privacy protections with the 
public interest in data access?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

b. Should the Commission establish a standard geographic unit of 
aggregation for anonymization of public data? Why or why not? Is 
uniform application across all existing data platforms technically 
feasible, cost-justified, and consistent with applicable customer 
privacy protections?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

 
14  CPUC TSO-DSO Coordination Framework Workshop Recording (June 6, 2026), at 2:51 – 2:53, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AHbDF0PsbZM.  
15  Ibid. 
16  Ibid. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AHbDF0PsbZM
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6. DER Registry and Statewide Data Platform: The concept of a DER registry 
was discussed during the working group meetings, including different 
approaches to creating statewide DER data platforms from other states.  

a. Should the Commission take steps to develop a statewide DER 
registry? If so, what would be the purpose of this DER registry and 
what scope, governance structure, and cost constraints would be 
necessary for effective implementation of such an automated data 
exchange platform? How would a DER registry serve the public 
interest?  

As discussed in response to Question 2 above, the Commission should explore the 

development of a statewide DER registry. Such a registry would facilitate the widespread 

deployment of DERs, regardless of who owns or manages them. The DER registry would serve 

as the central database of DER attributes, including technical, performance, locational, and other 

data, to facilitate participation in demand flexibility markets or similar mechanisms. If designed 

and maintained properly, the DER registry would advance the state’s climate goals, support 

electrification efforts, and optimize existing grid capacity, potentially sparing ratepayers the cost 

of unnecessary grid upgrades. 

The DER registry should be integrated with a demand flexibility market, as discussed in 

response to Question 4, to ensure the data is up to date and accurate by linking it to value-creation 

opportunities. The Commission should explore how such registries are set up and maintained in 

areas with active DER markets, including the UK and Australia. The Commission should also 

investigate opportunities to identify predictive performance data for DER and not just static DER 

capability information. This type of information may be incorporated into demand flexibility 

markets to guide short-term forecasting and dispatch of available DER. 
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b. Would a new statewide public data access platform for DERs benefit 
ratepayers? If it were to be developed, what would be the appropriate 
role for the Commission in the potential development of a statewide 
public data access platform for DERs? If recommending a facilitator 
role for the Commission, what threshold of evidence regarding cost-
effectiveness and ratepayer benefit should the Commission require in 
the evaluation of any proposed platform?  

As discussed above, a statewide DER database could benefit ratepayers if the data is 

accurate and up to date, so long as it is linked to opportunities for DERs to generate value for the 

owners and managers by providing beneficial grid services. Otherwise, the State could risk 

wasting significant time, money, and effort developing a database or platform that contains out-

of-date and unusable data. Before deciding the entity responsible for developing and maintaining 

the database, the Commission must first determine the DER orchestration framework. CalCCA 

believes this role would be best performed by an independent marketplace operator, as discussed 

in its Opening Comments on the DER Orchestration Ruling17 in the High DER proceeding. 

Existing DER databases, including the Commission’s DG Stats database, various CEC DER 

databases, and possibly the CAISO’s Demand Response Registration System, could receive 

updated DER data to support public data sharing, reporting, and academic research uses. 

7. Energy Data Request Program (EDRP): Do the current EDRP Terms of 
Service requirements appropriately balance utility obligations to protect 
customer data with the ability of local governments and other eligible entities 
to fulfil their climate planning and public reporting responsibilities? Do you 
agree with the recommendations in the DWG Report regarding proposed 
modifications to the EDRP (Recommendation (B)(b)(vi))? If not, what 
modifications do to the EDRP Terms of Service should be undertaken? 

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

 
17  CalCCA’s Comments in Response to the Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling on Track 1 and Track 
2 DER Orchestration (DER Orchestration Ruling), R.21-06-017 (Apr. 20, 2026), at 22, 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M605/K328/605328509.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M605/K328/605328509.PDF
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8. Data Access for Local and Tribal Governments: Please provide feedback on 
Recommendation (C)(a) in the DWG Report regarding data access for local 
and tribal government for climate planning. How should the Commission 
address whether the distinctions between what is considered public data, by 
local government requestors and other entities seeking similar data for 
comparable purposes remain justified considering the Data Working Group 
discussions?  

CalCCA has no response at this time. 

9. Cost Allocation: How should the Commission allocate costs associated with 
IOU implementation of new or modified data access requirements arising 
from this proceeding? What information should be required to demonstrate 
that such costs are reasonable and should be borne by utility ratepayers?  

The Commission should adopt a set of principles to guide the allocation of data access 

costs. While these principles are common sense and grounded in cost causation, maintaining 

them will require careful consideration of options, system configurations, end users, and the 

types of unlocked values. First, equitable recovery of costs across customers must be maintained, 

including across customer classes and bundled and unbundled customers. Second, consideration 

of funding sources should be done thoughtfully; tools and services created for the benefit of all 

California customers may be better funded through non-ratepayer funds. Ratepayers are already 

experiencing high energy burdens, and adding more costs to build new systems will worsen that 

burden if equivalent benefits do not materialize.  

Third, the Commission should consider where and how the value of a data system 

materializes when determining who pays for it, in line with principles of cost causation. For 

example, if third-party service providers are the primary users of a platform and derive profit 

from it, then it is reasonable to assign costs to those providers. In this example, understanding 

how value is passed on to the customer is also important because that mechanism may allocate 

benefits differently across customers. Will they receive direct savings or bill credits, or will 

customers receive more intangible benefits, such as a higher degree of system reliability? All 
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customers receive system benefits, but only those participating may receive direct benefits. 

Fourth, the CPUC must determine the cost-effectiveness of a data access measure if ratepayer 

funds are utilized. Cost-effectiveness analyses should follow approved CPUC ACC 

methodologies. Ratepayers deserve proof that new, transformational systems will provide a 

corresponding benefit in terms of their monthly energy bills.  

10. Rule Updates and Policy Implementation: Provide any other feedback that 
the Commission should consider in its review of the DWG report regarding 
matters concerning implementation and next steps for the administration of 
DER data. 

The Commission should clarify the timing and process for implementing the report's 

recommendations and identify the proceedings implicated by each recommended action. 

Successful implementation of the recommendations requires coordination across Commission 

proceedings and, in many cases, state agencies. The recommendation to establish a DER registry, 

for example, directly relates to the High DER proceeding and touches on data access issues of 

significance to the CAISO’s DR market options and the CEC’s LMS and Integrated Energy 

Policy Report. Stakeholder engagement should also be a cornerstone of these coordination 

efforts to ensure that the concerns and recommendations of CCAs, DER providers, LSEs, 

consumers, disadvantaged communities, and other advocates are incorporated. 

CalCCA echoes the Informal Comments and recommendations from UtilityAPI18 and the 

Clean Coalition regarding the Commission’s plans to implement these recommendations. 

UtilityAPI highlighted concerns about the duration of the DWG effort and the potential for the 

recommendations to lag the evolution of the “technology landscape and regulatory 

 
18  CalCCA notes that Chapter 8, Stakeholder Responses to Draft Data Working Group Report, in 
the final DWG Report references comments from UtilityAPI, page 102. However, Appendix C – Informal 
Comments on the Draft DWG Report, does not include Informal Comments from UtilityAPI. 
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proceedings.”19 CalCCA supports UtilityAPI’s recommendation to “include recommendations 

that anticipate ongoing changes and build in mechanisms for continuous feedback and adaptation 

to changing conditions.”20 

The Clean Coalition’s Informal Comments cautioned that, “without clear implementation 

pathways,” the DWG Report “risks becoming difficult to translate into concrete next steps.”21 

The Clean Coalition recommends that the DWG Report include “implementation considerations, 

estimated complexity, dependencies, and proposed sequencing for each major recommendation” 

to address this concern.22 CalCCA shares this concern and supports the Clean Coalition’s 

recommendation to ensure the report's usefulness. 

III. 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, 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 

 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
July 6, 2026 

 
19  DWG Report, at 102. 
20  Ibid. 
21  DWG Report, Appendix C – Informal Comments on the Draft DWG Report, Clean Coalition 
Comments on Data Working Group Draft Report, at 6. 
22  Ibid. 
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