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1. Please provide your organization's feedback on the July 9, 2026 stakeholder meeting and
the DDEMI Track 1: Draft Final Proposal – Reflecting End-User Exports in Demand
Response paper.
The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on
the Demand and Distributed Energy Market Integration (DDEMI) Track 1 Draft Final Proposal. CalCCA also
appreciates the California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO) detailed explanations regarding the eligibility
for Net Energy Metering (NEM) and Net Billing Tariff (NBT) participation in the end-user export model,
settlements, and non-responsive load, and reaffirms its support for the proposal. The proposal to recognize end-
use customer exports while maintaining a resource-level export limit makes an important near-term incremental
change to better leverage existing demand flexibility on the CAISO system. The CAISO should advance the
proposal for implementation in 2027.

2. Please provide your organization's overall assessment of the Draft Final Proposal.
See responses in Sections 1, 5, and 7.

3. Does your organization support, support with caveats, oppose, or oppose with caveats the
proposal? Please explain your rationale.
SUPPORT

For the reasons described in Section 1, above, CalCCA supports the proposal.

4. What revisions, if any, would your organization recommend before the proposal is
finalized?
CalCCA has no proposed revisions at this time.

5. Please provide your organization's feedback on the proposal to recognize end-use
customer exports while maintaining a resource-level export limit, including the discussion
of market-wide and ISO balancing authority area (BAA) considerations.
The proposal to recognize end-use customer exports while maintaining a resource-level export limit makes an
important near-term incremental change. The proposal will:

• Better leverage existing demand flexibility on the CAISO system;
• Minimize barriers to demand flexibility participation; and
• Expand the pool of dependable and price-responsive capacity on the CAISO system. 

To further advance demand flexibility opportunities, the CAISO should facilitate discussions in future initiative
tracks to remove barriers to exports beyond the resource level. While DR exports are supported through the
Distributed Energy Resource Aggregation (DERA) model, there is currently no resource adequacy (RA) pathway
for DERA resources, limiting their use. Future discussions in coordination with the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) should seek to remove barriers to exporting at the resource aggregation level, whether
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through future enhancements to the modified Proxy Demand Resource model or through the existing DERA
model.

6. Please provide your organization's feedback on the proposed settlement framework,
including the hierarchical baseline adjustment factor methodology.
CalCCA generally supports the CAISO’s proposed hierarchical baseline adjustment factor methodology. This
proposal was first introduced in the Draft Final Proposal. Upon initial review, CalCCA has identified some
potential methodological changes that could improve the accuracy of the adjustment factor. To ensure all parties
have a common understanding of the current methodology, the CAISO should clarify that the adjustment factor
is currently calculated by taking the ratio of the sum of net load over all settlement intervals on the event day and
the sum of net load over all settlement intervals in the historical baseline period. Building upon this clarification,
CalCCA recommends two refinements to the proposed hierarchical baseline adjustment factor methodology.

First, the CAISO should ensure the proposed hierarchical methodology is applied consistently. Specifically, the
CAISO should consider the mathematical validity of the adjustment factor produced using the existing
methodology (Step 1) before moving to excluding export intervals (Step 2). Examples C and D in the proposal
illustrate this inconsistency in applying the CAISO’s proposed methodology.

• In Example C (p. 32), applying the existing methodology produces a mathematically valid adjustment
factor. However, it appears the CAISO unnecessarily excludes the export interval, resulting in a lower
adjustment factor than if the existing methodology were applied.

CAISO’s Example C calculation:
Adjustment Factor = (50 + 66) ÷ (40 + 60) = 116 ÷ 100 = 1.16

Calculation using existing methodology:
Adjustment Factor = (-15 + 50 + 66) ÷ (-20 + 40 + 60) = 101 ÷ 80 = 1.26 (capped at 1.20)

Excluding the export interval results in an artificially lower adjustment factor, resulting in an inaccurate
adjustment to the customer’s historical event baseline.

• In Example D (p. 33), applying the existing methodology also produces a mathematically valid
adjustment factor. However, it appears the CAISO unnecessarily excludes all export intervals, resulting in
no remaining valid data. CAISO then jumps to Step 3 and applies an adjustment factor of 1.0.

CAISO’s Example D calculation:
Exclude all export intervals and apply an adjustment factor of 1.0

Calculation using existing methodology:
Adjustment Factor = (-15 + (-25) + (-10)) ÷ (-10 + (-20) + (-5)) = (-50) ÷ (-35) = 1.43 (capped at 1.20)

This is a mathematically valid result, as applying a 1.20 adjustment factor would indicate increased
exports on the event day, which is representative of actual customer behavior on the event day. Applying
an assumed factor of 1.0 produces in a higher historical event baseline (lower exports), resulting in
overcompensation of the customer’s event day response.

Second, the CAISO should consider changes to the proposed hierarchical baseline adjustment factor
methodology to allow for more export intervals to be included, to ensure accurate compensation of customer
response. Specifically, the CAISO could add the following step to the hierarchical approach, sequenced after the
existing proposed Step 1:

• If applying the existing methodology (Step 1) results in a negative or 0 adjustment factor, indicating that
customer load is swinging from negative (exporting) to positive (importing), or vice versa, between the
historical baseline and the event day net load, then default to the minimum adjustment factor (0.80)
instead of excluding settlement intervals with exports from the calculation. This would be more aligned
with the existing methodology – i.e., if there is a drastic change in load between the historical baseline and
event day behavior, then the adjustment factor is capped at 20 percent up or down.



In these examples, applying the existing methodology (Step 1) would result in a negative adjustment factor,
which is mathematically invalid. However, if the sign of the load flips, we know that the customer’s event day net
load is at least 100 percent lower or higher than their historical baseline net load. Thus, we can apply the capped
downward adjustment factor of 0.80, which would move the customer’s historical event baseline closer to 0,
accurately reflecting their event day behavior.

• In Example 1, if the customer’s historical event baseline is -200 kWh, then the adjusted baseline would
be:
-200 kWh x 0.80 = -160 kWh

This result accurately reflects lower exports (or higher imports) on the event day.

• In Example 2, if the customer’s historical event baseline is 300 kWh, then the adjusted baseline would
be:
300 kWh x 0.80 = 240 kWh

This result accurately reflects lower imports (or higher exports) on the event day.

• In Example 3, if the customer’s historical event baseline is -200 kWh, then the adjusted baseline would
be:
-200 kWh x 0.80 = -160 kWh

This result accurately reflects lower exports (or higher imports) on the event day.

With this additional step in the methodology, excluding export intervals and defaulting to a factor of 1.0 would
only be necessary if the existing methodology results in an undefined adjustment factor due to dividing by 0.

7. Please provide your organization's feedback on the ISO's proposal to maintain eligibility for
Net Energy Metering (NEM) and Net Billing Tariff (NBT) customers, including the rationale
for distinguishing retail export compensation from wholesale demand response
compensation.
CalCCA agrees with the CAISO that retail export compensation and wholesale DR compensation are distinct
services and supports maintaining the eligibility of NEM and NBT customers.

8. Please provide your organization's feedback on the ISO's discussion of non-responsive
load.
CalCCA agrees with the CAISO’s determination that the proposed construct only compensates for demonstrated
performance, and that by definition, non-responsive load does not perform and is therefore not compensated.
Changes to the proposal related to non-responsive load are therefore unnecessary.



9. Please provide any additional comments, implementation considerations, examples, or
recommendations.
CalCCA has no additional comments at this time.


