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1. Please provide your general feedback on the session, structure and direction the Demand
and Distributed Energy Market Integration working group meeting on Oct 16, 2025.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the October
16, 2025, meeting of the Demand and Distributed Energy Market Integration (DDEMI) Working Group (WG).
CalCCA recommends that the CAISO take the following actions related to the issues and topics discussed at the
WG meeting:

Modify problem statement three for the Distributed Energy Resources Aggregations (DERA) market
participation model to eliminate the implication that the California Independent System Operator (CAISO)
and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) must sequentially address modifications to existing
methodologies for determining resource adequacy (RA) eligibility;
Modify DERA problem statement six, which addresses separate resources located at a single service
account participating in separate aggregations, to clarify that it applies to retail and wholesale market
participation models beyond DERA and that it is a concern for all aggregators and program administrators;
and
Include regulatory and implementation assessments of discussion topic two, Economic-Based Demand
Response (DR) Participation Model, problem statement two, which highlights the use of device-level
metering. These assessments should address modifying the CAISO’s systems and processes to
accommodate less accurate, device-integrated meters and telemetry, and applying a discount factor to the
metered performance to compensate for the lower degree of accuracy.

2. Do the six problem statements accurately reflect the challenges facing DER participation?
CalCCA generally supports the six problem statements for the DERA market participation model, but with
modifications to problem statements three and six.

First, problem statement three addresses the lack of a pathway for DERAs to qualify for RA, citing the need to
address this issue at both the CAISO and the CPUC. CalCCA agrees and notes that the inability to provide RA is
one of the primary barriers to DER expansion. However, the problem statement implies that the actions of the
CAISO and the CPUC must be sequenced to resolve the RA counting issue. While the CAISO and the CPUC
each have separate jurisdictional responsibilities regarding the qualification of DERAs for RA, activities to modify
these processes do not need to occur sequentially. In other words, the CAISO should not wait for the CPUC to
develop a Qualifying Capacity (QC) methodology before addressing changes to deliverability, visibility, and Net
Qualifying Capacity (NQC) methodologies. The reverse is also true. The CPUC does not need to, nor should it,
wait for the CAISO to address deliverability issues and NQC methodologies before developing its own QC
methodology. Given that RA accounting is a high priority for DER participation, the CAISO and the CPUC should
both begin to make progress on their respective responsibilities so that all outstanding issues can be addressed
in a time-efficient manner.

CalCCA recommends that problem statement three be revised to eliminate the implication that the issue needs
to be addressed sequentially by the CAISO and the CPUC. The following revision to problem statement three
should be made, with deletions in strikethrough and additions in bold:

There is currently no pathway for DER aggregations (DERAs) to qualify for resource adequacy, and this is
a multi-agency issue needing the CAISO’s attention because the CAISO would need to address or help
resolve some issues (including deliverability determination and visibility) before the CPUC would develop
a Qualifying Capacity methodology, as well as because the CAISO needs to develop Net Qualifying
Capacity methodologies resolving this issue requires the attention of both the CAISO and the CPUC.
The CPUC would be responsible for developing a new Qualifying Capacity methodology, while the
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CAISO would be responsible for developing its deliverability assessment and the Net Qualifying
Capacity methodology for these resources. Coordination between the CAISO and the CPUC would
be necessary to address these and other issues, such as ensuring the required level of
visibility into DERAs participating in the CAISO markets. However, these issues can be addressed
by the CAISO and CPUC simultaneously.

Second, problem statement six, which highlights the concern about separate resources at a single site
participating in separate aggregations, also applies to other market participation models beyond DERA and is a
concern for all aggregators and program administrators. The example included in problem statement six
highlights the potential conflict between the DERA and Proxy Demand Response (PDR) economic DR
participation models. CalCCA notes that this same concern applies to the conflicting operations of DERs
enrolled in any other market participation models, as well as to DER participation in wholesale and retail
markets. In addition, the problem statement states that “utilities may be concerned that the battery operation for
DERA participation impacts the other program.” These concerns extend beyond just utilities and their programs.
Other aggregators, including CCAs and third-party entities, will be affected by this issue.

CalCCA recommends that problem statement six be rephrased to clarify that it applies to any aggregator or
program administrator, and that the problem statement’s concern can occur with any other market participation
model at the wholesale and retail levels. CalCCA suggests the following revision to problem statement six, with
deletions in strikethrough and additions in bold:

Where separate resources at a single site participate in separate aggregations, such as a battery
participating in a DER aggregation while the whole home using smart thermostat and heat pump water
heater participates in a PDR, utilities aggregators and program administrators may be concerned that
the battery operation for DERA participation impacts the other program. This concern applies to
aggregations in other wholesale market participation models, as well as in retail markets.

3. Are there any additional considerations to the ISO assessment for the captured problem
statements
Problem statement two, under discussion topic two, Economic-Based DR Participation Model, describes the
administrative and cost barriers related to the current revenue-grade metering requirements that restrict the
ability to use device-level metering on individual resources within an aggregation. The CAISO provided a policy
assessment for this problem statement, but did not offer regulatory or implementation assessments. CalCCA
recommends incorporating the following regulatory and implementation assessments for problem statement two
to ensure the CAISO can adequately and fairly address this issue:

Regulatory: Device-integrated meters are less accurate than revenue-grade meters. Allowing the use of
device-integrated meters for measuring the performance of inverter-based DERs and smart appliances
may require the CAISO to apply a discount factor to compensate for the lower accuracy of these meters to
avoid over-compensating participating customers. The CAISO would need to clarify further and discuss
with stakeholders the mechanism for applying the discount factor, so that both the CAISO and
stakeholders can fully understand and assess the regulatory impacts of this change (i.e., tariff impacts,
the need to coordinate with LRAs, etc.).
Implementation: Implementation of device-integrated meters would require the CAISO to modify its
metering requirements to allow device-integrated, non-revenue-grade metering and telemetry for smart
appliances, such as thermostats, heat pumps, and heat pump water heaters, as well as inverter-based
DERs. The CAISO would also need to modify its systems to allow for the discounting of metered
performance data, compensating for the less accurate device-integrated meters.

4. Additional comments, include any other feedback not captured above.
 CalCCA has no additional comments or feedback at this time.


