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1. Please provide your organization’s comments on the Performance Evaluation Methodology
(PEM) problem statements discussed during the April 7th Working Group. Do you agree the
Working Group should move forward with trying to address the problem statement? Does
the problem statement need further refinement?

1) The full suite of tariff approved methodologies is currently underutilized, leading to heavy centralization for
using Day Matching Combined, which raises concerns on efficiency of the scale of options being offered and
accuracy in performance evaluation options. 2) Existing PEMs, such as the commonly used 5-in-10 and 10-in-10
approaches, are either not well-suited for emerging DERs like behind-the-meter batteries and EVs, whose
frequent dispatching distorts baseline calculations; or such as the MGO option, excludes the export of energy
from behind-the-meter devices. 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. 4)
CAISO’s limited flexibility in adjusting details beyond its core baseline methodologies framework without tariff
changes, restricts ability to keep pace with evolving market needs. 5) Requirement for registration of locations to
be at the service account level prevents aggregators from developing resources at the customers device level 6)
Requirement for control group end users to be registered in the Demand Response System limits use of non-
participating end users within a control group and is in conflict with consumer data privacy rules

The California Community Choice Association (CalCCA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Performance Evaluation Methodology (PEM) discussion at the April 7, 2025, meeting of the Demand and
Distributed Energy Market Integration (DDEMI) Working Group (Working Group). The Working Group should
prioritize problem statements 1, 2, 4, and 6. CalCCA does not yet have a position on problem statements 3 and
5, which address device-level participation in CAISO markets.

CalCCA further recommends that the California Independent System Operator (CAISO):

» Move the operational details of PEMs from the tariffs to the Business Practice Manual (BPM) to allow
flexibility for modifying PEMs to be more effective and adding PEMs to support new technologies or
processes for monitoring and evaluating performance;

 Include general descriptions of PEM categories in the tariffs to ensure compliance with Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) rules; and

» Work with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and stakeholders to explore opportunities to
allow full export of behind-the-meter (BTM) energy storage and electric vehicles (EVs).

Responses to specific problem statements are included below:

1. The full suite of tariff approved methodologies is currently underutilized, leading to heavy centralization for
using Day Matching Combined, which raises concerns on efficiency of the scale of options being offered
and accuracy in performance evaluation options.

CalCCA agrees that PEMs other than the Day Matching Combined PEM are underutilized and that the CAISO
should explore ways to make these other PEMs more useful and effective. The problem statement does not
require further refinement.

2. Existing PEMSs, such as the commonly used 5-in-10 and 10-in-10 approaches, are either not well-suited
for emerging DERs like behind-the-meter batteries and EVs, whose frequent dispatching distorts baseline
calculations; or such as the MGO option, excludes the export of energy from behind-the-meter devices.

CalCCA agrees that existing PEMs do not support participation of BTM batteries and EVs in CAISO markets and
supports exploring new or modified PEMs to include exported energy from these technologies. The problem
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statement does not require further refinement.

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.

CalCCA does not have a position on this problem statement at this time.

4. CAISO’s limited flexibility in adjusting details beyond its core baseline methodologies framework without
tariff changes, restricts ability to keep pace with evolving market needs.

Flexibility in modifying existing PEMs and adding new ones should be a high priority. The CAISO should move
the operational details for individual PEMs from the tariffs to the BPM, while maintaining a general description of
the PEM categories in the tariffs to comply with FERC rules. This will provide the necessary flexibility to improve
the effectiveness and usefulness of existing PEMs and allow for new PEMs, within the categories included in the
tariffs, to accommodate new technologies or processes for monitoring and evaluating BTM DER and demand
response performance. The CAISO should not adopt the Department of Market Monitoring’s recommendation to
preclude the adoption of any new PEMs. The Working Group should be encouraged to propose, develop, and
vet new PEMSs that could better reflect evolving market needs than the existing PEMs, especially given that
many existing PEMs are underutilized, indicating some unsuitability.

The CAISO should also adopt a new stakeholder engagement process for changes to PEMs in the BPM to
ensure all stakeholders have an opportunity to review and provide input. Many stakeholders may be used to
engaging in the FERC tariff change process, but may not participate in the BPM update process.

5. Requirement for registration of locations to be at the service account level prevents aggregators from
developing resources at the customers device level.

CalCCA does not have a position on this problem statement at this time.

6. Requirement for control group end users to be registered in the Demand Response System limits use of
non-participating end users within a control group and is in conflict with consumer data privacy rules.

CalCCA supports improvements to the control group PEM and agrees that modifications to the registration
requirements could increase the use of the control group PEM. This problem statement should be broadened,
however, to allow the working group to address other potential challenges including those related to control
group formation, pre-event day requirements, control group assessment periods, and error identification, and
identify approaches to resolving them. CalCCA is concerned that the control group methodology may not be
scalable without modifications or different approaches to the control group methodology that address potential
challenges beyond those identified in the problem statement as drafted.

2. Please provide any further comments related to the Performance Evaluation Methodology
discussion from the April 7th Working Group discussion

CalCCA has no further comments on the PEM discussion at the April 7, 2025, DDEMI WG meeting at this time.
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