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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS1 

CalCCA provides the following recommendations in response to the Demand Response 
OIR: 

• In addition to the OIR preliminary scoping items, the Commission should consider 
the following: 

o Developing new data systems and updating existing data systems because 
both will be critical to the success of demand response; 

o Developing strategies to reduce barriers to DR adoption; 

o Discussing RTP pilot evaluation results in this proceeding; 

o Revisiting the Demand Flexibility Staff Proposal to determine whether any 
updates are needed to the vision of dynamic rates as a DR resource; 

o Defining the DR landscape, its elements, types, and how those elements and 
types should be categorized to ensure stakeholders are on the same page; and 

o Defining cost-effectiveness inputs and tests in the context of DR and load 
flexibility to optimize DR resources to provide grid benefits and save 
customers money. 

• The Commission should adopt the DR Guiding Principles with the following 
amendments: 

o Add customer choice and competitive neutrality among DR service providers 
to the DR goals originally adopted in D.16-09-056 and reiterated in the DR 
Guiding Principles; and 

o Revise DR Guiding Principles 3 so that it does not exclude behavioral DR 
programs and resources from being considered cost-effective.  

• CalCCA does not object to the preliminary schedule or preliminary determination on 
categorization of the proceeding, but CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

o Estimate dates for staff proposals for all preliminary scoping items to provide 
a more detailed roadmap for stakeholders; and 

o Consider the potential for a separate ratesetting track to address potential 
changes to the CEC’s LMS. 

 
 

 
1  Acronyms used herein are defined in the body of this document. 
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE ASSOCIATION’S OPENING 
COMMENTS ON THE ORDER INSTITUTING RULEMAKING TO 

ENHANCE DEMAND RESPONSE IN CALIFORNIA 
 

 
The California Community Choice Association2 (CalCCA) submits these opening 

comments pursuant to Rule 6.2 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (Commission) 

Rules of Practice and Procedure,3 in response to the Order Instituting Rulemaking to Enhance 

Demand Response in California4 (OIR), issued September 20, 2025, and the directives therein.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

Demand response (DR) – the adjustment in electricity consumption by customers in 

response to price signals and/or electrical grid conditions – is one of California’s primary tools 

for minimizing costs of new resources and grid upgrades, maximizing value for customers, and 

 
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  State of California Public Utilities Commission, Rules of Practice and Procedure, California 
Code of Regulations Title 20, Division 1, Chapter 1 (May 2021): https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-
procedure-may-2021.pdf. 
4  Order Instituting Rulemaking to Enhance Demand Response in California, Rulemaking (R.) 25-
09-004 (issued Sept. 29, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M582/K072/582072320.PDF.  

https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://webproda.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/administrative-law-judge-division/documents/rules-of-practice-and-procedure-may-2021.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M582/K072/582072320.PDF
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promoting reliability. Given the value of demand response and more broadly, demand flexibility, 

the California Energy Commission (CEC) has set a 2030 target of 7,000 megawatts of demand 

flexibility to make that amount of electricity available by shifting its use away from peak hours.5  

CalCCA supports the Commission’s overall goal in opening the OIR of seeking ways to 

more effectively harness the promise of DR by adopting or amending new DR policies and 

guidelines. The OIR includes a preliminary scope of issues to be addressed, including what 

guiding principles the Commission should adopt for DR policies. The preliminary scope also 

includes the adoption or amendment of policies related to making DR resources more 

“consistent, predictable, reliable, and cost-effective,”6 including policies related to: (1) dual 

participation; (2) valuation methodologies and evaluation metrics; (3) California Independent 

System Operator (CAISO) market integration topics; and (4) Resource Adequacy (RA) valuation 

and slice-of-day (SOD) implementation. Finally, the scope includes the consideration of 

“standardized data systems, communication protocols, and data transfer processes . . . to support 

[DR] initiatives, including dynamic rates.”7  

CalCCA’s comments herein respond to the Commission’s three questions related to the 

OIR scope. First, the Commission invites comments on whether additional issues or details 

should be included in scope. Second, the Commission asks whether issues in other Commission 

proceedings require coordination with the rulemaking. Finally, the Commission asks whether the 

DR Guiding Principles staff proposal appended to the OIR should be adopted or modified. 

CalCCA addresses each of these questions in turn below. 

 
5  See CEC Docket 21-ESR-01, SB 846 Load Shift Goal Commission Report (May 26, 2023): 
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=21-ESR-01. 
6  OIR, at 9. 
7  Id. at 10. 

https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=21-ESR-01
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In response to the first two OIR questions, CalCCA provides the following six items to 

include in addition to the preliminary scoping items, some of which have been considered in 

other Commission proceedings. First, the Commission should ensure the scope of this 

proceeding considers not only the development of new data systems related to DR, but also 

necessary updates to existing data systems related to DR. While new data systems will be 

necessary to expand California’s DR landscape, existing system updates are needed to 

accommodate new approaches to DR. These include the implementation of dynamic rates and 

programs by investor-owned utilities (IOU) and community choice aggregators (CCA) as 

contemplated by the CEC’s Load Management Standards (LMS) regulations.8 

Second, the Commission should consider how to overcome barriers to the adoption of DR 

to better inform the implementation of DR programs, including dynamic rates. Developing a list 

of barriers to DR adoption and proposing methods to overcome those barriers fits well in the 

theme of this proceeding of enhancing DR. DR itself is not new, but as time goes on, new types 

and approaches to DR emerge, bringing new challenges for both DR providers and customers. 

Reducing these barriers will help customers achieve the benefits of DR and will support 

California’s load shifting goal. 

Third, the Commission should consider and discuss the real-time pricing (RTP) pilot 

evaluations that will be provided following the conclusion of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s 

(PG&E) and Southern California Edison Company’s (SCE) RTP pilots on December 31, 2027. 

Since the Commission is proposing that this proceeding include topics such as dynamic rate data 

systems and processes, valuation methodologies, and evaluation metrics, this proceeding is the 

most relevant venue for the consideration of the RTP pilot evaluation results statewide. 

 
8  20 Cal. Code of Regulations (CCR) §§ 1621, 1623, 1623.1 (LMS Regulations). 
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Fourth, the Commission should revisit the Energy Division Staff Proposal on advanced 

demand flexibility management and customer distributed energy resource (DER) compensation 

(Demand Flex Staff Proposal).9 The Demand Flex Staff Proposal provides a roadmap for 

demand flexibility dubbed the California Flexible Unified Signal for Energy (CalFUSE). 

Revisiting the Demand Flex Staff Proposal will allow any necessary updates to the CalFUSE 

roadmap resulting from insights gained from programs and pilots currently implementing DR 

and dynamic rates. 

Fifth, the Commission should define the DR landscape now that it has become more 

diverse. Explicitly defining what is or is not a DR resource and any subtypes of DR resources 

will provide a shared language for all stakeholders to use, reducing confusion.  

Finally, the Commission should define cost-effectiveness in the context of DR and load 

flexibility to better support California's load flexibility goals. Different approaches to DR may 

require different applications of cost-effectiveness tests and inputs, depending on their 

characteristics. As the DR landscape has evolved to include dynamic rates, updated Commission 

direction on cost-effectiveness is needed to evaluate specific programs, and also to determine 

optimally effective DR resources. 

In response to the third OIR question, CalCCA supports the DR Guiding Principles staff 

proposal, with two amendments.  

 
9  Advanced Strategies for Demand Flexibility Management and Customer DER Compensation 
(June 22, 2022): https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/demand-response/demand-response-workshops/advanced-der---demand-flexibility-
management/ed-white-paper---advanced-strategies-for-demand-flexibility-management.pdf.  

https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-response/demand-response-workshops/advanced-der---demand-flexibility-management/ed-white-paper---advanced-strategies-for-demand-flexibility-management.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-response/demand-response-workshops/advanced-der---demand-flexibility-management/ed-white-paper---advanced-strategies-for-demand-flexibility-management.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/demand-response/demand-response-workshops/advanced-der---demand-flexibility-management/ed-white-paper---advanced-strategies-for-demand-flexibility-management.pdf
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First, the Commission should amend the DR Guiding Principles to incorporate customer 

choice and competitive neutrality among DR providers in the DR goals.10 Fostering a landscape 

of DR providers that offer different programs will support customers in being able to choose the 

program that is right for them. Not only does this increase potential participation in DR and load 

shifting programs and customers’ ability to save money, but it also increases the potential 

volume of load shifting and overall reductions. 

Second, DR Guiding Principle 3 should not exclude DR programs or resources that rely 

on customer action, as its current form implies. The discussion supporting DR Guiding Principle 

3 conflates metrics such as reliability and consistency with cost-effectiveness, which would 

automatically exclude programs or resources that rely on behavioral changes rather than 

automations. While automations will play a critical role in the success of DR programs and 

dynamic rates, human intervention and behavioral changes should not be excluded simply 

because they can be viewed as less reliable. This is especially true if the benefits do not outweigh 

the costs of installing automation technology.  

In response to the OIR and as set forth below, CalCCA therefore recommends: 

• In addition to the OIR preliminary scoping items, the Commission should consider: 
o Developing new data systems as well as updating existing data systems 

because both will be critical to DR’s success; 
o Developing strategies to reduce barriers to DR adoption; 
o Incorporating a discussion of RTP pilot evaluation results in this proceeding; 
o Revisiting the Demand Flex Staff Proposal to determine whether any updates 

are needed to the vision of dynamic rates as a DR resource; 
o Defining the DR landscape, its elements, types, and how those elements and 

types should be categorized to ensure stakeholders are on equal footing; and 

 
10  D.16-09-056, Decision Adopting Guidance for Future Demand Response Portfolios and 
Modifying Decision 14-12-024, R.13-11-011 (Sept. 29, 2016), at 97, Ordering Paragraph (O¶) 7: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M167/K725/167725665.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M167/K725/167725665.PDF
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o Defining cost-effectiveness inputs and tests in the context of DR and load 
flexibility to optimize DR resources to provide grid benefits and promote 
customer affordability. 

• The DR Guiding Principles should be adopted with the following amendments: 
o Add customer choice and competitive neutrality among DR service providers 

to the DR goals originally adopted in D.16-09-05611 and reiterated in the DR 
Guiding Principles; and 

o Revise DR Guiding Principles 3 so that it does not exclude behavioral DR 
programs and resources from being considered cost-effective.  

Finally, CalCCA does not object to the preliminary schedule or preliminary determination 

on categorization of the proceeding. However, CalCCA recommends the Commission: 

• Schedule dates for any staff proposals for preliminary scoping items to provide a 
more detailed roadmap for stakeholders; and 

• Consider the potential for a separate ratesetting track to address costs for CEC 
LMS implementation. 

II. THE PRELIMINARY SCOPE SHOULD BE ADOPTED, WITH AMENDMENTS 

A. The Commission Should Ensure the Scope of Standardized Data Systems 
Includes the Development of New Systems and Updates to Existing Systems 

The Commission should ensure that Preliminary Scoping Item 3 regarding standardized 

data systems includes both the development of new systems and any needed updates to existing 

systems. Preliminary Scoping Item 3 asks:  

What standardized data systems, communication protocols, and data 
transfer processes should the Commission adopt or amend to 
support demand response initiatives, including dynamic rates?12  

The use of the words “adopt or amend” does foreshadow that this proceeding will discuss both 

new and existing systems and processes. Indeed, this proceeding should not be limited to the 

development of only new data systems and data sharing processes when there is significant data 

infrastructure that already exists across the IOUs, CCAs, and service providers. Not all of this 

 
11  Ibid.  
12  OIR, at 9. 
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existing infrastructure has been updated to meet the needs of the DR landscape that this 

proceeding seeks to address. 

 For example, CCAs have struggled with accessing timely and accurate billing-quality 

customer usage data as CalCCA extensively described in the Demand Flexibility OIR, R.22-07-

005.13 In fact, the Demand Flexibility Scoping Ruling’s Issue 4 asked: 

4. How should the Commission ensure access to dynamic electricity 
prices by bundled and unbundled customers, devices, distributed 
energy resources, and third-party service providers? What systems 
and processes should the Commission authorize for access to prices 
and responding to price signals?  

a. What systems and processes should the Commission 
authorize for computation of dynamic prices for bundled and 
unbundled customers?  

b. What systems and processes should the Commission 
authorize to enable load serving entities to offer unbundled 
customers the option to take service on dynamic electricity 
prices?  

c. What systems and processes should the Commission 
authorize to enable third-party service providers (e.g., 
automation service providers, device manufacturers) to offer 
demand flexibility services to customers?  

d. What systems and processes should the Commission 
authorize to enable customers to optimize and pre-schedule 
their energy use to provide demand flexibility (e.g., forward 
transactions)?  

e. What are the costs associated with these systems and 
processes (for access to prices and responding to price 
signals), and how should these costs be recovered?  

 
13  See e.g., California Community Choice Association’s Comments on the Proposed Decision, R.22-
07-005 (Aug. 14, 2025), at 11-12 (detailing CalCCA’s long-running advocacy for improving CCA data 
access to timely and accurate billing-quality customer usage data): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M576/K079/576079921.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M576/K079/576079921.PDF
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f. How should these systems and processes (for access to 
prices and responding to price signals) be managed and 
overseen (e.g., utility administration or third-party 
administration)?14 

The Commission closed the Demand Flexibility proceeding without addressing these data system 

and data access issues, which are vital to the CCAs’ ability to design and implement dynamic 

rates and comply with the CEC’s LMS. Now, in the instant proceeding, CalCCA seeks to ensure 

these data issues are fully addressed.  

In addition to enhancing existing data sharing processes for CCAs, the Demand 

Flexibility proceeding was also meant to develop a “Price Machine” to enable dynamic rate price 

signal deployment. The Price Machine was originally proposed in the Demand Flex Staff 

Proposal, issued before the Demand Flexibility proceeding was initiated in the summer of 

2022.15 The Price Machine would constitute a new data system to support real-time pricing rates 

offered by IOUs and CCAs. Similarly, the CEC envisions a Single Statewide Tool (SST) in the 

LMS, allowing third-party service providers to query customer rate identification numbers that 

correspond to dynamic rate data listed in the CEC’s Market Informed Demand Automation 

Server (MIDAS) tool. IOUs, CCAs, and publicly owned utilities are responsible for developing 

the SST,16 which would also constitute a new data system related to demand flexibility. 

Questions regarding funding and long-term implementation of both the Price Machine and/or 

SST remain unaddressed and should be in scope in this proceeding. 

 
14  Assigned Commissioner’s Phase 1 Scoping Memo and Ruling, R.22-07-005 (Nov. 2, 2022) 
(Demand Flexibility Scoping Ruling), at 5: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M498/K072/498072273.PDF. 
15  Demand Flex Staff Proposal.  
16  LMS Regulations, § 1632(c). 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M498/K072/498072273.PDF
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B. Consider Strategies to Reduce Barriers to DR Adoption Should be Added to 
the OIR Scope 

The Commission should include in the scope of this proceeding consideration of how to 

reduce barriers to DR adoption. The OIR does not currently include an explicit consideration of 

ways to reduce barriers to DR adoption, including lowering barriers for entities to offer DR 

programs and for customers to participate in DR. In addition to data-related issues, other barriers 

to adoption may include, but are not limited to, customer information gaps, customer finances, 

and market barriers to DR providers. With diverse perspectives, parties to this proceeding can 

offer a variety of viewpoints on barriers to DR adoption, allowing the Commission to develop a 

foundational list of barriers to target and strategies to overcome them. 

C. RTP Pilot Evaluations Should be in Scope to Incorporate Insights into 
Commission DR Policies 

The Commission should amend the scope of this proceeding to consider results from RTP 

pilot evaluations as the Commission refines its DR policies. Preliminary Scoping Item 3 asks, 

“What standardized data systems, communication protocols, and data transfer processes should the 

Commission adopt or amend to support demand response initiatives, including dynamic rates?”17 

As the OIR indicates, this proceeding is meant to pick up an important topic from the Demand 

Flexibility proceeding related to systems and processes to implement dynamic rates, which D.25-

08-04918 (final decision in the Demand Flexibility proceeding) does not address. D.25-08-049 also 

does not stipulate a specific venue for discussing the results of the mid-term and final evaluations 

 
17  OIR, at 9 (emphasis added). 
1818  D.25-08-049, Decision Adopting Guidelines for Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern 
California Edison Company, and San Diego Gas & Electric Company on Demand Flexibility Rate Design 
Proposals, R.22-07-005 (Aug. 28, 2025): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M578/K182/578182496.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M578/K182/578182496.PDF
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of RTP pilots, which are set to conclude at the end of 2027.19 The Commission plans to address 

dynamic rate-related systems and processes in this proceeding and because the review of the pilot 

evaluations will impact the needed systems and processes, this proceeding should include in scope 

an examination of both the mid-term and final evaluation results from the dynamic, RTP rate 

pilots. RTP pilot evaluations will provide valuable insights related not only to implementing real-

time, dynamic rates but also to the future expectations of dynamic rates as part of California’s DR 

landscape and the consideration of barriers to DR adoption described above. Therefore, the 

Commission should add to the scope of this proceeding consideration of RTP pilot evaluations. 

D. The Demand Flex Staff Proposal Should be Revisited in this Proceeding 

The Commission should revisit the Demand Flex Staff Proposal regarding advanced 

demand flexibility management and customer DER compensation, as discussed above. The 

Demand Flex Staff Proposal includes the CalFUSE policy roadmap, which contains six elements 

categorized under three pillars as shown in Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Energy Division's CalFUSE Framework 

 

 
19  D.24-01-032, Decision to Expand System Reliability Pilots of Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
and Southern California Edison Company, R.22-07-005 (Jan. 25, 2024), at 75 and 79, Conclusions of Law 
2 and 19: https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M524/K176/524176497.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M524/K176/524176497.PDFn
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As the Commission moves ahead in the instant proceeding, the elements of CalFUSE and other 

guiding principles in the Demand Flex Staff Proposal should be revisited to determine whether 

any updates or changes are necessary. More than three years have passed, and stakeholders now 

have more information from RTP pilots on dynamic rates for demand flexibility. Learnings from 

the development of LMS Compliance Plans can also inform potential adjustments to the 

Commission’s vision for demand flexibility and customer compensation for DERs. 

E. Enhanced Definitions of Demand Response, its Elements, and Types Should 
be Added to the Preliminary Scope  

The Commission should define the DR landscape as it continues to expand. While the 

OIR lists topics for discussion in this proceeding, this OIR is an excellent venue for establishing 

a single, shared picture of the DR landscape for all stakeholders, including delineating between 

load modification and market-integrated demand response resources. A variety of DERs provide 

demand response and load shifting capabilities and this landscape is expanding to include things 

like dynamic rates. Dynamic rates are meant to incentivize load shifting in response to price 

signals. With different approaches to load flexibility and DR arising, it becomes more important 

to define and categorize them so that all stakeholders have the same understanding. For example, 

should dynamic rates be considered a DER or something else? What are the differences or 

similarities between how dynamic rates value DR compared to other DERs? Should different 

rules and valuation methodologies apply to different categories of DERs? Questions like these 

are important to consider for enhancing, valuing, and optimizing DR. Therefore, the Commission 

should include defining DR and its elements and types in the preliminary scope to ensure a 

shared understanding among stakeholders. 
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F. Cost-Effectiveness in the Context of DR Must be Defined to Satisfy DR 
Guiding Principles 

The Commission should develop a reasonable definition of cost-effectiveness in the DR 

context to satisfy the Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3. Energy Division proposes updating 

guiding principles for DR, the third of which states:  

Demand response resources in California shall be cost-effective and 
demonstrate clear value by delivering measurable system and 
ratepayer benefits.20  

However, no definition of cost-effectiveness accompanies this Proposed DR Guiding Principle.21 

Depending on the context, cost-effectiveness can be measured and applied in different ways, as 

can value. For example, the Total Resource Cost test is a common measure of cost-effectiveness 

for Commission-funded programs (e.g., energy efficiency)22, but the Commission also tracks 

cost-effectiveness metrics such as the Program Administrator Cost test and the Ratepayer Impact 

test.23 The Commission often tracks avoided costs through the Avoided Cost Calculator, which 

measures the value associated with avoiding future costs, and total system benefits, which 

measure the grid benefits of reducing load through energy efficiency.24 However, the measures 

 
20  Guiding Principles for Demand Response in California, R.25-09-004 (Sept. 9, 2025), at 9: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M582/K074/582074542.PDF. 
21  Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3 states how resources should be determined to be cost-effective 
(e.g., achieve measurable load shifting and reliably respond to price signals), but not what cost-
effectiveness actually is. 
22  Energy Efficiency Policy Manual (Apr. 2020), at Section 4.2: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-
/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-division/documents/energy-efficiency/eepolicymanualrevised-
march-20-2020-b.pdf. 
23  California Standard Practice Manual: Economic Analysis of Demand-Side Programs and 
Projects (Oct. 2001), at 13-25: https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-
website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_public_website/content/utilities_and_industries/energy_-
_electricity_and_natural_gas/cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf.  
24  CPUC Better Aligns Energy Efficiency Programs to Reduce GHG Emissions, Support Equity, and 
Increase Grid Stability, R.13-11-005 (May 20, 2021): 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M385/K242/385242131.PDF.  

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M582/K074/582074542.PDF
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_public_website/content/utilities_and_industries/energy_-_electricity_and_natural_gas/cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_public_website/content/utilities_and_industries/energy_-_electricity_and_natural_gas/cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/files/uploadedfiles/cpuc_public_website/content/utilities_and_industries/energy_-_electricity_and_natural_gas/cpuc-standard-practice-manual.pdf
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M385/K242/385242131.PDF
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of cost-effectiveness and ratepayer value applied in the context of DR, including dynamic rates 

and load flexibility, are not yet defined.  

Also unclear is whether a single definition of cost-effectiveness should apply to all types 

of DR considered in this proceeding. Since the Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3 requires cost-

effectiveness for all DR in California, the definition(s) of cost-effectiveness will have a 

significant impact on the potential for various DR strategies to contribute to load flexibility. For 

this reason, the Commission should develop a definition, or multiple definitions, of cost-

effectiveness for DR resources and strategies, as well as specify how to apply those definitions, 

in this proceeding. 

III. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADOPT THE DR GUIDING PRINCIPLES STAFF 
PROPOSAL WITH AMENDMENTS  

A. The Commission Should Amend the DR Goal from D.16-09-056 to Include 
Customer Choice and Competitive Neutrality Among DR Providers  

The Commission should update the goal for DR, originally adopted in D.16-09-056,25 to 

include customer choice and competitive neutrality among DR providers. As stated in the 

Proposed DR Guiding Principles, the Commission formally adopted the goal for the future of DR 

programs: 

Commission regulated demand response programs shall assist the 
State in meeting its environmental objectives, cost-effectively meet 
the needs of the grid, and enable customers to meet their energy 
needs at a reduced cost.26  

This goal, while robust, stands to benefit from the addition of two elements that are crucial to the 

success of DR in California: (1) customer choice; and (2) competitive neutrality. Not only are 

these two elements related in that competitive neutrality is essential to maximizing customer 

 
25  D.16-09-056, at 97 and 98, O¶ 8. 
26  Proposed DR Guiding Principles, at 5; D.16-09-056, at 97, O¶ 7. 
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choice among DR service providers, but they also increase the potential adoption of DR 

resources by customers. DR providers, including IOUs, CCAs, and third-party service providers, 

can offer resources and programs to customers better when they are all on an even playing field. 

Reducing barriers for DR providers and for customers will maximize the potential for DR load 

shifting. Additionally, the more options for customers, the more likely their needs will be met by 

a particular option. This increases the potential for DR to grow its contributions to California’s 

load flexibility goals. In addition, more benefits are provided to customers whose ratepayer 

dollars are used to fund programs. CalCCA therefore recommends amending the DR Goal with 

the following underlined language: 

Commission regulated demand response programs shall assist the 
State in meeting its environmental objectives, cost-effectively meet 
the needs of the grid, ensure competitive neutrality among demand 
response providers, and enable customers to choose the demand 
response provider to meet their energy needs at a reduced cost. 

B. DR Guiding Principle 3 Should Not Exclude Behavioral DR Programs and 
Resources from Being Considered Cost-Effective 

Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3 should not exclude DR programs that rely on 

customers to take action to reduce or shift load from being considered cost-effective. As stated 

above, Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3 requires all DR in California to be cost-effective and to 

provide measurable benefits.27 Energy Division states: 

A demand response resource that is not consistently available and 
doesn’t reliably respond to the appropriate economic and reliability 
signals is not a cost-effective resource.28 

This statement considers any DR resource or program that is not fully automated as not cost-

effective, which is a non sequitur. It would be one thing to consider this statement in the context 

 
27  Proposed DR Guiding Principles, at 9. 
28  Ibid. 
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of CAISO market integration of DR and RA, where RA must be guaranteed. But determining 

that a resource is not cost-effective simply because it does not produce load reductions or shifts 

reliably does not follow.  

While section 2.D. above discusses the lack of a specific definition of cost-effectiveness 

in the context of DR and load shifting, the general principle of cost-effectiveness is simply 

weighing costs against benefits. Proposed DR Guiding Principle 3 attempts to add other 

performance thresholds into that comparison, such as reliability or consistency. This is 

unreasonable. Though both reliability and consistency add value to DR, applying this description 

would eliminate two potential sources for load shifting. The first is DR programs that rely on 

customers to shift or reduce load based on text or email alerts. Just because a program with this 

structure does not achieve the same load shift or reduction every time an alert is sent out, does 

not mean the costs outweigh the benefits.  

The second potential source of load shifting is dynamic rates. The description above 

considers dynamic rates not to be cost-effective, simply because the load shifting that the 

dynamic rates are designed to incentivize is dependent on customers changing their behavior in 

response to price signals.29 While there are technologies and services that exist to respond to 

price signals automatically, customers may choose not to use them all or some of the time, 

depending on what their needs are. The Commission should not adopt this logic and exclude DR 

resources that rely on customer action to shift or reduce load because it would undermine 

 
29  San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) filed an Application for Rehearing (AfR) on 
September 29, 2025, in R.22-07-005, arguing that the dynamic rate guidance from D.25-08-049 is based 
on an insufficient record, insufficient procedural process, and fails to take into consideration the costs 
SDG&E will need to incur to implement D.25-08-049. SDG&E alleges D.25-08-049’s requirements may 
make implementing dynamic rates non-cost-effective. Defining in the instant proceeding cost-
effectiveness in different DR contexts will provide insight into SDG&E’s AfR and whether SDG&E’s 
methodology for weighing costs and benefits of dynamic rates conforms to those definitions. 
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California’s load flexibility goals and customers’ ability to save money from participating in DR 

programs or dynamic rates. 

IV. THIS PROCEEDING SHOULD COORDINATE WITH OTHER CPUC 
RULEMAKINGS AND APPLICATIONS 

The OIR asks, “Whether any specific issues previously addressed or underway in other 

Commission proceedings require coordination with this rulemaking.”30 CalCCA provides a list 

of proceedings, and the rationale recommended for coordination below. 

Proceeding Need for Coordination 

R.25-04-010, Energy Efficiency The Energy Efficiency proceeding has 
established cost-effectiveness protocols and 
integrated demand-side management valuation 
methodologies that should be considered.  
 

R.22-11-013 Distributed Energy Resources The DER proceeding is currently discussing 
cost-effectiveness issues and data access issues 
directly relevant to DR and dynamic rates. 
 

R.21-06-017, High DER The High DER proceeding is considering the 
value of DR within the distribution system. 
 

R.25-08-004, Rule 21 The Rule 21 proceeding is considering 
distribution and interconnection issues related 
to distributed technologies related to reliability 
.  

R.25-02-005, Power Charge Indifference 
Adjustment (PCIA) 

The PCIA proceeding may consider potential 
changes to the valuation of resource adequacy 
(RA) in the PCIA to accommodate the 
implementation of the RA Slice of Day 
framework. 
 

R.25-10-003, Resource Adequacy (RA) The RA proceeding is considering program 
reforms and refinements, which may affect RA 
SOD and CAISO market integration for RA. 
 

 
30  OIR, at 10. 
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Proceeding Need for Coordination 

A.24-10-014, PG&E Billing Modernization PG&E’s Billing Modernization Application 
proposes significant system updates relevant 
to data systems, preliminarily scoped into the 
instant proceeding. 
 

A.24-09-014, PG&E General Rate Case, 
Phase II 

In compliance with D.25-08-049, PG&E is 
presenting RTP rate design and 
implementation as well as a proposal to create 
a “Stop-Gap” RTP pilot extension.31 
 

CAISO Demand and Distributed Energy 
Market Integration (DDEMI) 

CAISO’s DDEMI initiative is considering 
market integration for DR and DERs. 
 

 
V. RECOMMENDED SCOPE PRIORITIZATION AND CLARIFICATIONS 

A. The Forthcoming DR Scoping Ruling Should Estimate Dates for Future Staff 
Proposals for Each Preliminary Scoping Item 

CalCCA agrees with the preliminary schedule for this proceeding. However, the 

Commission should provide estimated dates for any future Energy Division staff proposals for 

preliminary scoping items in the forthcoming DR Scoping Memo and Ruling. This proceeding is 

taking on a large number of issues. The sooner dates are set from which to work, the better all 

stakeholders can plan to engage, including Energy Division staff developing proposals. 

Additionally, as discussed in section IV. above, understanding the Commission’s full vision for 

this proceeding is helpful for stakeholders when proposals and decisions in this proceeding may 

impact outcomes in other proceedings, or vice versa.  

 
31  PG&E presents its “Stop-Gap” RTP Pilot proposal in its Motion of Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company (PG&E) to Adopt a Schedule for the Bifurcated Real-Time Pricing Track of PG&E’s General 
Rate Case Phase II, A.24-09-014 (Nov. 6, 2025), at 2: 
https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M586/K273/586273785.PDF. 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/G000/M586/K273/586273785.PDF
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B. The Commission Should Consider Adding a Separate Ratesetting Track to 
Consider Funding of Commission and CEC RTP or LMS Data Systems 

CalCCA agrees with the categorization of this proceeding as quasi-legislative. However, 

the Commission should consider adding a ratesetting track to consider funding for Commission 

and CEC required data systems for RTP and LMS. The Commission is well-positioned to clarify 

cost recovery of data systems supporting DR and dynamic rates in this proceeding. While many 

DR programs will have their costs approved in individual IOU applications, the statewide nature 

of some of elements, such as the Price Machine and/or SST, could impact IOUs and CCAs 

collectively. For these reasons, the Commission should consider adding a separate ratesetting 

track to determine reasonable cost recovery for RTP and LMS-related initiatives if necessary. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

CalCCA appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments and respectfully requests 

adoption of the recommendations proposed herein.  

 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 

Leanne Bober, 
Director of Regulatory Affairs and Deputy 
General Counsel 
 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY CHOICE 
ASSOCIATION 

 
 
November 13, 2025 
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