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1. Please provide your feedback on the demand and distributed energy market integration
final discussion paper.

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the topics
and problem statements in the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) Demand and Distributed
Energy Market Integration (DDEMI) Final Discussion Paper (Discussion Paper).[1] The comments herein
recommend modifications to the Distributed Energy Resource Aggregation (DERA) problem statements,
methods for assessing stakeholders’ prioritization of problem statements, and CalCCA's priorities related to the
Performance Evaluation Methodology (PEM), Economic Demand Response (DR) Participation model, and
DERA problem statements. The comments also describe how the CAISO should incorporate the demand-side
bidding topic into the initiative. In summary, the CAISO should:

» Modify the DERA problem statement assessment to address the need for coordinated development of a
DERA Resource Adequacy (RA) pathway with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC);

» Broaden the DERA problem statement to address concerns about separate resources at a single site
participating in separate aggregations as they apply across participation models and program
administrators;

» Prioritize the Economic DR Participation, PEM, and DERA participation topics within the DDEMI initiative:

o Enhance the proxy demand resource (PDR) model used for Economic DR participation to provide
behind-the-meter (BTM) resources with the ability to export in the short term;

o Develop and vet new PEMs that can better reflect evolving market needs in the short term;

o In coordination with the CPUC, develop an RA pathway for DERAs in the medium-term using
lessons learned from implementing the modified PDR (mPDR) RA rules;

o Continue to explore the challenges and opportunities of individual BTM device-level measurement
in the short term;

o Seek to reduce the significant administrative and cost barriers created by metering requirements on
each individual resource within an aggregation; and

» Explore demand-side bidding in parallel with the problem statements to ensure solutions developed for
PEMSs, exports, and other topics support the eventual addition of demand-side bidding.

[1] References herein to the terms “topics” and “problem statements” may differ from those used in the
Discussion Paper. In these comments, ‘topics’ refers to the six issue areas identified in the Discussion Paper
and ‘problem statements’ refer to the 31 statements associated with these issue areas.

2. Please provide your feedback on the ISO assessment on the Distributed Energy Resource
(DER) problem statement assessment.

CalCCA generally supports the six problem statements for the DERA market participation model, but reiterates
its November 6, 2025, comments on the October 16, 2025, Working Group Session 10: [1][2]

First, the inability to provide resource adequacy (RA) is one of the primary barriers to Distributed Energy
Resource (DER) expansion. CalCCA agrees that the lack of a pathway for DERAs to qualify for RA must
be addressed at both the CAISO and the CPUC. 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 should occur in coordination, rather than sequentially, to continue the
momentum on improvements necessary to expand DERA participation.



Second, the concern about separate resources at a single site participating in separate aggregations
applies to the conflicting operations of DERs enrolled in any market participation model, 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's October 16, 2025, comments provide recommendations on how to revise the problem statements to
incorporate these changes, including modified language, redlines, and strikethrough.[3]

[1] CalCCA interprets this question to reference the six problem statements for the DERA topic
discussed during Working Group Session 10 on October 16, 2025.

[2] See CalCCA Comments on the October 16, 2025, Working Group Session 10 (Nov. 6,
2025): https://stakeholdercenter.caiso.com/Comments/AllComments/2f80e46e-e576-427a-b671-
f2a9b4ae390a#org-61be003b-121¢c-49f3-a381-f6094b7105a1.

3] Ibid.

. Please share your thoughts on how CAISO should prioritize or scope future policy
development for this initiative. The ISO is interested in your top five problem statements
and how they should be sequenced in the short-term (2026-2027), mid-term (2028-2030),
and long-term (2030+), and to the extent possible, discuss any anticipated benefits to
market efficiency or system reliability.

The Discussion Paper includes six topics and 31 problem statements within these topics. The CAISO asks
stakeholders to identify their top five highest-priority problem statements. When evaluating stakeholders’ priority
problem statements, the CAISO should consider key linkages among problem statements, as identified by
CalCCA below, and the breadth and diversity of stakeholder alignment on these problem statements to
determine next steps.

The CAISO should prioritize the Economic DR Participation, PEM, and DERA topics within the DDEMI initiative.
Enhancements to the Economic DR Participation models will enable the participation of more price-responsive
demand that can offer reliability benefits through participation in the RA program and bid economically into the
market to respond to price signals. The CAISO’s existing PEMs should be improved to more accurately assess
the performance of emerging DR programs, including those with BTM batteries and electric vehicle chargers.
The DERA model is currently underutilized due to the inability to provide RA capacity. It could be better utilized if
the CAISO and the CPUC developed a pathway to provide RA capacity.

Within these topic areas, CalCCA’s highest priority problem statements are:

1. Topic 4/Problem Statement 1: “While PDR is the most compatible CAISO model for BTM-interconnected
storage, because it is conceptualized as load curtailment, it does not include any measured export of
energy from individual locations to measure performance of the resource via any of existing PEMs—
including MGO—so that BTM storage aggregations cannot offer the full resource capability, and PDR
performance is artificially capped at levels reflecting conservative estimates of site load, resulting in
significant energy from BTM storage that is unused during events and unavailable to the CAISO market.”

CalCCA’s highest priority within this initiative is enhancing the PDR model used for Economic DR Participation to
provide BTM resources using the PDR model with the ability to export. Allowing PDR exports will accurately
reflect resource capabilities, minimize barriers to participation, and offer both reliability and cost-efficiency
benefits. Expanding the pool of dependable capacity able to participate using the PDR model will unlock
additional available capacity able to provide reliability value during times of system stress and improve price
formation by increasing the amount of demand that can respond to market price signals. For these reasons,
CalCCA supports evaluating an mPDR model to more accurately reflect the capabilities of PDR resources that
can export.
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The CAISO should address PDR exports in the short term. Addressing this issue in the short term would align
the timing of this initiative with the CPUC’s recently opened DR (R.25-09-004) and RA (R.25-10-003)
proceedings, in which many stakeholders, including CalCCA,[1] asked the CPUC to develop a qualifying
capacity (QC) methodology for PDRs capable of exports. RA participation necessitates both a QC methodology
and a market participation model. The CAISO and CPUC should coordinate to ensure that both entities address
the issues within their separate jurisdictional responsibilities, thereby supporting full RA and energy market
participation of PDRs with export capabilities.

2. Topic 1/Problem Statement 2: “Existing Performance Evaluation Methodologies (PEM), such as the
commonly used 5-in-10 and 10-in-10 approaches, are not well suited for emerging DR participation
(inclusive of all technology types such as Behind-the-meter batteries, aggregations, Electric Vehicle
charging, etc.) whose frequent dispatching distorts baseline calculations.”

The existing PEMs create a high barrier to entry for non-investor-owned utility load-serving entities and program
operators, including community choice aggregators, and do not adequately support the participation of DERs,
like BTM batteries and electric vehicles (EVs), in CAISO markets. Simplifying and improving the accuracy of the
baseline methodologies can help promote market diversity and competition and accelerate the integration of
clean resources that support state policy goals and overall market efficiency. Along with the development of an
mPDR model, the PEMs will also need to be updated to measure exported energy. This initiative should seek to
develop, and vet new PEMs that can better reflect evolving market needs than the existing PEMs, especially
given that many existing PEMs are underutilized, indicating these PEMs may not be suitable for the types of
programs participating in the CAISO markets.

Relatedly, CalCCA supports the CAISO’s ability to adjust PEM details without tariff changes to keep pace with
evolving programs and market needs, as articulated in Topic 1/Problem Statement 4. CalCCA also supports
improvements to the control group PEM and modifications to the registration requirements that could increase
the use of the control group PEM, as documented in Topic 1/Problem Statement 5. While CalCCA supports this
problem statement, it is concerned that the control group methodology may not be scalable without other
modifications that address challenges beyond registration requirements. Should this problem statement be
scoped into the initiative, the CAISO should therefore allow for the exploration of additional modifications related
to the control group PEM.

The CAISO should address PEM issues in the short term, given their high priority and the ability to reach
resolution on them quickly relative to the other high priority problem statements.

3. Topic 5/Problem Statement 3: “There is currently no pathway for DER aggregations (DERASs) to qualify for
resource adequacy, and this is a multi-agency issue needing CAISO’s attention because 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 CAISO needs to
develop Net Qualifying Capacity methodologies.”

As described in Section 2 above, the inability to provide RA is one of the primary barriers to DER expansion.
CalCCA encourages continuing the momentum on improvements necessary to expand DERA participation
through participation in the RA program. The CAISO and the CPUC should coordinate while undertaking the
tasks necessary within their jurisdictional responsibilities to allow DERAs to provide RA.

The inability to provide RA is a barrier to DERs seeking to provide exports through the PDR model or participate
through the DERA model. The CAISO, in coordination with the CPUC, should first seek to develop a mechanism
for DR exports to obtain RA using the mPDR model in the short term, as discussed above, as the PDR model is
the more widely used and more accessible model. The CAISO should then develop an RA pathway for DERAs
in the medium-term using lessons learned from implementing the mPDR RA rules.

4. Topic 1/Problem Statement 3: “BTM device-level measurement is not recognized for use in developing
baselines for PEM options. Performance evaluations depend on energy measurement (load and
generation) and don’t recognize non-energy metered technologies contributions to load reduction
calculation equivalents.”

Because performance at the individual BTM device-level is not currently recognized in developing PEM
baselines, the baselines could potentially undervalue the BTM device-level’s contribution to load reduction
calculation equivalents. Without visibility into individual BTM devices, the CAISO cannot accurately determine
their performance or forecast short term loads. In particular, BTM energy storage charging and discharging in



response to dispatch instructions could be “hidden” by other loads behind the customer meter and may be more
accurately measured by device-level measurement. CalCCA therefore supports the continued exploration of
device-level measurement to better understand its challenges and opportunities.

The CAISO should address this problem statement in the short term, given the expected proliferation of BTM
devices and the potential impact on the grid. This creates an urgent need for greater visibility into the
performance (and expected future performance) of BTM resources to ensure safe and reliable grid operations.

5. Topic 4/Problem Statement 2: “Current metering requirements for PDR restrict the ability to use device-
level metering. Requiring revenue-grade meters (with ANSI C12) on each individual resource within an
aggregation creates significant administrative and cost barriers.”

CalCCA agrees with the problem statement that requiring revenue-grade meters on each individual resource
within an aggregation creates significant administrative and cost barriers. These barriers will restrict the ability to
use the device-level measurement described in Topic 1/Problem Statement 3, above. To ensure proper
measurement of BTM devices’ contribution to load reduction and provide visibility into their performance and
forecasted performance, the CAISO should seek to reduce such barriers.

Addressing this problem statement is a necessary factor in exploring the implementation of device-level
measurement, should the CAISO move forward as a result of the exploration of Topic 1/Problem Statement 3
described above. As such, the CAISO should seek to address this problem statement in the short term, along
with Topic 1/Problem Statement 3.

Topic 6 - Expanding Demand-Side Bidding

In addition to the ranked problem statements above, the CAISO should continue to explore the Expanding
Demand-Side Bidding topic within this initiative. As the CAISO notes in the Discussion Paper, demand-side
bidding can “expand participation, strengthen price responsiveness, and enable new approaches to load
management, all while preserving market integrity and reliability.”[2]

The implementation of demand-side bidding is likely a long-term endeavor given its transformational impact on
the market and potential complexity. By prioritizing this topic now, the CAISO and stakeholders can ensure that
more immediate DDEMI reforms (e.g., modifications to PEMs and enhancements to the PDR model to allow
exports) are aimed towards aligning the market and DER participation models with a two-sided system that
allows for demand-side bidding. The CAISO should therefore explore demand-side bidding in parallel with the
above problem statements to ensure solutions developed for PEMs, exports, and other topics support the
eventual addition of demand-side bidding.

[1] See California Community Choice Association’s Reply Comments on the Order Instituting Rulemaking
to Enhance Demand Response in California, R.25-09-004 (Dec. 1, 2025) at 11-12: https://cal-cca.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/12/Reply-Comments-on-the-OIR-to-Enhance-Demand-Response-in-California-12-01-
25.pdf.

[2] Discussion Paper, at 26.
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