
 

 

 

Agenda & Notes 
California Technical Forum (Cal TF)  

Meeting #34: Technical Forum (TF)  
November 16, 2017 

9:30 am – 3:30 pm  
La Kretz Innovation Center at 

525 South Hewitt Street, Los Angeles, CA. 
 

Time Agenda Item Discussion 
Leader(s) 

9:30 – 9:45 Opening Cal TF Staff 
9:45 – 10:45 Food Service Measures 

• Review new information since July 
meeting 

• Review notable issues 
ACT:  Cal TF Affirmation of Consolidated 
Measures 

Ayad Al-Shaikh 
Cal TF Staff 

10:45 – 11:45 Measure Consolidation Update – Big Picture 
• Updated (final) measure list 
• Big picture/roadmap 
• Issues identified and solutions 
• Value add of measure consolidation 

o Single set of measures 
o Standardization 
o New measures/measure 

extensions 
o Identified Stage 2 opportunities 
o Streamlined data spec 

ACT:  Value/use of measure consolidation work 
absent eTRM? 

Ayad Al-Shaikh 
Cal TF Staff 

11:45 – 1:00 Working Lunch 
New Measure Review Process – Updated 
Based on Cal TF Input 

• Review revised TPP 
Cal TF Small Group Discussion 

Cal TF Staff – 
Presentation and 
Small Group 
Discussion 
 



 

 

 

• Review open issues – any missing? 
• Review non-consensus items – other 

items?  Additional rationale? 
• Discuss/capture pros and cons of “stay 

the course” vs. proposed “New Measure 
Review process” 

 
1:00 – 1:15 Summary of Key Recommended Changes 

Based on Break Out 
• Discuss next steps 

Cal TF Staff 

1:15 – 2:45 Appliance and Plug Load 
• “Tier 1” Subcommittee Report-Out 

ACT:  Cal TF Questions; Identify Issues for 
Subcommittee to address prior to “Tier 2” 
Affirmation 

Roger Baker 
Ayad Al-Shaikh 
Cal TF Staff 

2:45 – 3:15 Review 2018 Draft Business Plan 
ACT:  Cal TF Feedback 

Cal TF Staff 
 

3:15 – 3:30 Close Cal TF Staff 
 
 
Meeting Materials 

• Presentation:  Food Service:  Updated Information (forthcoming) 
o Food Service Affirmation 

• Presentation:  Measure Consolidation Update 
• TPP 8:  Updated 
• Tier 1 Appliance and Plug Load 
• Draft 2018 Business Plan 

 
 
 

I. Attendees 
 

 In-Person Via Telephone 

Cal TF Staff Ayad Al-Shaikh 
Roger Baker  
Jennifer Barnes  
 

Tim Melloch 
 



 

 

 

Cal TF Members Tom Eckhard UCONS 
Pierre Landry Landry & 
Associates 
Doug Mahone TRC Energy 
Services (retired) 
Steven Long Lockheed Martin 
Mark Modera UC Davis 
Gary Fernstrom  
Sepi Shahinfard Cadmus 
Mary Matteson Bryan 
Alina Zohrabian PG&E 
Chan Paek SCG 
Ed Reynoso SDG&E 
Lawrence Kotewa Elevate Energy 
Bing Tso SBW 
Greg Barker Energy Solutions 
Armen Saiyen LADWP 
Chris Rogers CleaResult 
Larry Brackney NREL 
Spencer Lipp Lockheed Martin 
Yeshpal Gupta, Lincus 
 

Catherine Chappell TRC 
Energy Solutions 
Stefano Galiasso 
University of Illinois at 
Chicago 
Ron Ishii AESC 
George Beeler AIM 
Associates 
Lisa Gartland Proctor 
Engineering 
 

Non-TF Attendees Linda Eckhard UCONS 
Charlene Spoor PG&E 
Kelvin Valenzuela SDG&E 
Jay Madden SCE 
John Pick  
David Shallenberger Synergy 
Bob Ramirez DNV GL 
Jeremiah Valera LADWP 
 

Bryan Ward Consultant to 
CPUC 
 

 

I. Key Decisions and Action Items 
 

1. Food Service 
• Food Service measures were affirmed by a consensus of the Cal TF 

members present. The next step is to submit the packet of measures to the 
CPUC staff. 



 

 

 

 
2. New Measure Review Process 

• Cal TF staff will consolidate the feedback from the working lunch to update 
new process TPP and create a matrix of the remaining non-consensus items. 
The TPP and non-consensus matrix will be submitted to the PAC.   

 
3. Appliance and Plug Load 

• The appliance and plug load subcommittee will continue their work and make 
a Tier 2 affirmation presentation in January. 

 
 

II. Notes 
 
Opening (Cal TF Staff) 
We have a packed agenda today. First, we’ll affirm the Food Service measures while 
we’re all fresh.  Then we’ll give you a measure consolidation update.  We’ll have a 
working lunch focused on the new measure review process.  After lunch, Roger will 
make a presentation on Appliance and Plug Loads.  We will close by reviewing the 2018 
Business Plan. 
 
Welcome (Armen Saiyen)  

• Exit in case of emergency is out the door to the left 
• Coffee and snacks right around the corner 

 
 
Food Service Measure Affirmation (Ayad Al-Sheikh) 
Only a few things have changed in the deck since we saw it in October; I’ll note those 
during the presentation.  Some parameters are changing in the measures.   
 
We’re only asking for affirmation of the stage 1 issues though the subcommittee did 
discuss everything. There are a couple of slides that have all the information on all the 
parameters; we’ll send these back to the IOUs for review.  Feel free to contact Ayad if 
you have thoughts, but today it’s about the stage 1 issues and making sure you can get 
behind them. 
 
Cal TF Question: What about ice machines?   
Ayad: Because of a code change, there’s a revision to the work paper.  It’s still our 
intention to get it into the eTRM for 2017, but we’re not doing affirmation today.   
 

• Commercial Convection Ovens  



 

 

 

o There is information on changes to the savings and TRC.  It gives 
good perspective on savings and cost effectiveness (c/e) if you’d have 
had the same measures in 2017.  The numbers come from claims 
data.  Focus on the kWh numbers.  The cost numbers are there for 
transparency, but the claims data doesn’t always match what’s in the 
work paper so you shouldn’t necessarily look at that.  If you want to 
review cost data, look at the weighted value for TRC.   

o Offering section: the one thing we did is to remove the large oven – it 
can be claimed but it’s not a separate category.  As long as the full 
large oven meets the requirements of the large oven, it qualifies for an 
incentive.   

o Stage 1 issues: there was a cost update.  It applies to all the Food 
Service measures.  2012 data was used previously.  Whenever we had 
that available we made that change – it increased cost in this case.  
TRC went down about 3%. 

o Measure permutations and measure implementation tables are for 
documentation but not for affirmation.  

 

Cal TF Question: Did we agree to stick with TRC for c/e?   
Ayad: It’s the one that’s being used.  Ran the new E3 tool to get these values. 

 
• Commercial Dishwasher 

o Previously 2 tiers of savings – only tier 2 being included in the eTRM.  
Tier 1 already reaching standard practice.   

o Including both high and low temp options in eTRM.  Still using the 
same methodology.  Does not differentiation between climate zone. 

o Harmonized EUL so it went up. 
o There was a full breakout of different types. Upright door type will be a 

new measure but not part of this affirmation. 
o Data is same IOU values previously approved in 2016.  POU TRM is 

different.  
• Combination Oven 

o Same offerings are being allowed from before, both gas and electric. 
o Cost: Different approach. Updated costs. Autoquotes usually used for 

both base and measure cases.  50% reduction usually applied to 
Autoquotes value. But these are largely manufactured in other 
countries so when we looked at Autoquotes there is a lot of variability 
from unit to unit.  So we took vendor quotes from FSTC and used 



 

 

 

those instead of Autoquotes.  This is the one place where we didn’t 
use Autoquotes.  Cost did increase. 

o Normalizing to 365 days across measures.   
o 3% increase in SCE kWh.  Overall TRC went down by 6% but net 

change in savings is minor.   
 

Cal TF Question: Going to assume that all equipment types has the same chance of 
being installed?  Yes.  
 
Cost effectiveness is going to be affected by cost.  If we don’t have data to support 
the brands being installed, it might be good to try to capture that data to understand 
the brands and costs being installed.  
 

• Griddles 
o Savings is per linear foot. 
o Gas and electric options. 
o Normalized to 365 days for SCE. SCE didn’t have any claims in this 

measure so it didn’t affect savings for them.   
• Steamers 

o Same offerings as before. 
o Gas and electric. 
o Electric costs increased and gas costs decreased. 
o Basic methodology is the same, but there’s a standby loss factor that 

the POUs had pulled out of the measure.  There’s controls for some of 
the steamers and there’s no control in the base case, only in the 
measure case.   

o There are more gas units so the TRC is going up slightly in this case. 
o “Addressing 30% reduction disposition” In order to address this we’d 

need to document hours of operation and show baseline information 
and document average food production rates.  For the time being we’re 
accepting the 30% reduction, but SDG&E and SCG had already 
incorporated it.   

• Hot Food Holding Cabinet 
o ¾ size unit was removed as a separate offering. No units on QPL at 

the time so no longer being separated.   
o Tried to update cost data but none available.  Change in SDG&E 

approach.  50% reduction factor between list and paid price.  50% 
being used across the board.  There’s some program data to support 
that. 



 

 

 

o These didn’t used to be insulated at all but through utility efforts, now 
they are.  

o Some harmonization between parameters between SCE and SDG&E.  
SDG&E had a large increase to get them to everyone else. 

• Commercial Conveyor Ovens 
o Used to be large and small but no small units on the QPL. 
o Did have cost data from 2016 but the number of data points was too 

small.  Decided there wasn’t enough information to legitimately change 
the cost.   

o Also part of 30% disposition that had to be applied to PG&E and SCG. 
• Electric Deck Oven 

o New measures so not a lot of information. 
o Single offering, electric. 

• Hand Wrap 
o Single offering but no 2016 claims. 

• Fryers, Gas & Electric 
o Updated costs, electric increased and gas decreased.   
o Harmonization to change SDG&E and PG&E numbers to match the 

latest accepted values.   
o Increased savings for PG&E but decreased for SDG&E 

• Exhaust Hood DCV 
o There are variations by climate zone. Savings are all HP. 
o Changes to the savings: Coincident Demand Factor applied to PG&E 

savings. 
o Same methodology was being used across the utilities but PG&E was 

using older values. 
o All of the savings from 11 field studies representing characteristic 

building types for this technology. 
 

Cal TF Comment: If you are pulling cold air up through your hood, it’s because your 
system isn’t designed properly.  But the typical make-up air unit on the roof is 
designed to preheat if needed but not to mechanically cool it. 
Cal TF Comment: Some portion of the make-up air from the dining area?   
Ayad: Very little – just enough to keep the kitchen odors out. 

 
• Low Flow Pre-Rinse Spray Valve 

• There’s a low flow at 1.15 and a very low at .65.  Very low could be on a 
direct install (DI) where you know pressures are adequate and could show 
additional savings. 



 

 

 

• Varies by climate zone because of ground water temperature, which is a 
data set now used consistently across measures that need this type of 
input.   

• Hours per day: varies between base and measure case?  There’s a study 
that shows that you use a low flow unit more.  Subcommittee talked about 
it and thought it might be outdated.  Now that the base case is more 
moderate, they decreased it down to 1.4, keeping a constant time 
between base and measure case makes sense.  We’re going with the 
constant baseline. 

• The difference in time found in the study ranges from the base case (59.5 
min/day) to measure case (61.5 min/day).  This 2 min/day difference 
equates to 3% of the time. 

 
Cal TF Question: There’s a big difference in cost between a customer purchasing 
or a DI by the utility.  Which is being used?   
Because much of the activity is DI, a lot of the cost is labor but you can revise 
them later. What’s in eTRM now is from PG&E work paper.  

 
• Commercial Rack Ovens 

o Still a single and double size. Didn’t make any changes to stage 1.  
o Want to get in line with Energy Star – the IOUs were already in 

alignment. 
o Stage 2, savings will go up because we’ll be dropping some units on 

the QPL. 
• 2.17 High Density Holding Cabinet 

o Used to be 2 offerings for 20 hour and 24 hour units.  Going to one unit 
because the savings between them is marginal.   

o No claims in 2016. 
 
Food Service Affirmation Slide 
Cal TF Comment: The level of discussion on these issues adds value.  It’s one thing to 
know it about it in the abstract and another thing to participate.  What is our 
expectations if we bounce this up to the Energy Division?  
 
Ayad: We’ve had participation from CPUC in the subcommittee meetings. Bryan Ward 
gives good guidance and is part of the discussion. 
 
Ayad: The intent is to get these measures in front of CPUC staff in January.  We want 
them to approve Stage 1 Issues and review and comment on Stage 2 Issues so that we 
clearly understand how to move forward for approval.  Stage 2 is where we’ll revise 



 

 

 

baseline issues and address the 30% issue.  We don’t have the data now but hope to in 
January.   
 
Bryan Ward (from the phone): the clock starts ticking when you get it in the queue.  EAR 
team doesn’t expect that they will/can review very one.  Will probably pick the ones with 
more savings.  Will probably be an effort to have some forum for Ayad and Bryan to 
make sure they have the background information on how these decisions were made so 
that won’t be lost.   
 
Affirmation: 

• 20 hands in favor. 
• No hands in opposition. 

Food Service measures affirmed.   
 
 
Measure Consolidation (Ayad Al-Shaikh) 
Not a cookie cutter approach.  We’ve been taking a unique approach to every measure.  
It has required support and participation by a wide range of people outside of the IOUs 
and TF even. But we’re getting to a point where we can speed our progress. 
 
This process has shown the value of consolidation beyond just consolidating the 
measures. 
 
Roadmap 
Bryan Ward: CPUC’s preference is that a single PA submits a work paper. So you don’t 
have to submit short forms, you just have one sponsoring PA who submits an work 
paper.   
 
Ayad: Data spec is also streamlined and that’s the one we’d try to submit with this 
approach. 
 
 
 
Ayad: By end of 2017 will have 75 measures consolidated; it’s our goal to get them into 
mainstream use ASAP so we stay in alignment with IOUs. Our goal is to update from 
our consolidated baseline.  Not approved yet but we are working on it.  
 
Later in 2018, as we start to consolidate additional measures, we can move them into 
the eTRM as they are consolidated which will be faster.  Ideally, the approval process 
can occur in the eTRM.  Getting the eTRM is critical.  



 

 

 

 
Value of Measure Consolidation 

• Harmonization of parameters.  Hundreds of changes to parameters to get them 
to be uniform.  There were also input parameter changes.  While we’ve made 
changes to climate zone and building types, etc., in the end it comes down to 
small changes to electric savings and cost effectiveness.  Phase 2 will likely have 
a more substantial change. 

 
• In terms of baselines for Stage 2, FSTC has a proprietary database.  They’ve 

collected this data through their testing and it’s been used to establish our Food 
Service baselines to date.  We’re trying to understand how we can update that.   

 
• Refrigeration controls restructuring.  The subcommittee did a tremendous 

amount of work on restructuring with the goal of increasing savings accuracy.  
They discovered missing permutations so now those measures are available.  
Some measures are now statewide where they weren’t before.   

 
• Updates were used to address Resolution E-4818 (existing conditions baselines 

consideration and measure application type nomenclature) and cost updates. 
 

• Agricultural Pump EUL data support.  The cost effectiveness accuracy can be 
improved if we can get the right life of the pump.  With this large dataset we’ll be 
able to paint a realistic picture of how long these units last in the field.   

 
Is measure a motor replacement or pump repair?  VFD on an ag pump.  If we 
can document the life of the host equipment, that could make significant changes 
to the 1/3 EUL claimed today.  

 
• Pump overhaul is in different levels of use between the IOUs now.  This dataset 

will allow us to build the backup that the EAR team is looking for so it can be 
used statewide. 

 
• Harmonization for flow restrictor parameters.  By being done at the same time, 

we can use the same groundwater temperature data for all applicable/effected 
measures. 

 
• There’s quite a bit of variation for each of the IOUs for the water heater and boiler 

measures.  They will be two tiers, but the IOUs can pick what tier they want but 
the thresholds and efficiency levels will be the same statewide. 

 



 

 

 

• Consistent treatment of climate zones for lighting.  Two approaches used: 
weighted average and climate zone specific values. Effects interactive effects 
and Coincident Demand Factor.  The subcommittee is working through this issue 
in order to make it simpler to implement.  There are pros and cons for each 
method.  For instance, for some retail programs where climate zone isn’t 
available, maybe the weighted average is better.   

 
Cal TF Question: Should there be a list of all the policy changes?   
Ayad: We’ve been compiling a list of cross cutting issues.  Once we have a policy 
subcommittee and they’ll address those.  REA is one example; measure life is another.  
In a future meeting, we’ll pull those together. 
 
 
New Measure Review Process Breakout Sessions 
 

Utility Group Non-Utility Group 

Armen Saiyen LADWP 
Alina Zohrabian PG&E 
Chan Paek SCG 
Ed Reynoso SDG&E 
Kelvin Valenzuela SDG&E 
Jay Madden SCE 
Charlene Spoor PG&E 

Tom Eckhard UCONS 
Pierre Landry Landry & Associates 
Doug Mahone TRC Energy Services 
Steven Long Lockheed Martin 
Mark Modera UC Davis 
Gary Fernstrom  
Sepi Shahinfard Cadmus 
Mary Matteson Bryan 
Lawrence Kotewa Elevate Energy 
Bing Tso SBW 
Greg Barker Energy Solutions 
Chris Rogers CleaResult 
Larry Brackney NREL 
Spencer Lipp Lockheed Martin 
Yeshpal Gupta, Lincus 
Linda Eckhard UCONS 
John Pick  
David Shallenberger Synergy 
Bob Ramirez DNV GL 

Any stakeholder can propose a new measure 

What will drive the need for a new 
measure? For example, the 100w DC 

Must go to measure selection committee 



 

 

 

pool pump. Measure was developed into 
a workpaper, but no utilities utilized. 

No real issue with who proposes. 

Will we require that a utility sponsor a 
measure? Useful if we move to 
statewide portfolio. 

Cal TF can be portal for measure that is 
not picked up by utility. 

How cumbersome is request process? 

3P - Measure must be consistent with 
business position (may be different from 
other needs) 

• Business interest may have a long 
horizon 

• Incentive to develop workpapers 
• Some measures span many 3Ps 

o Every implementer has own 
version of measure – Happen in 
SCE  

Approval process may be too long to be 
usable 

New measures screened by a statewide committee of IOUs, CEC, CPUC, and 
third-party implementers 

Generally, there were no major issues 
with this aspect 

Will need to know what screening 
criteria will be used to ensure that we 
don't tie up resources on dead-end 
measure.  

Current screening at SDG&E uses 
internal stakeholder review/challenge 
process when implementer wants to do 
new measure. 

If CPUC wants utilities to be first line of 
defense on workpaper review, can 
centralized approach interfere with this? 
Bringing in different groups would 
change the dynamic with regards to 
workpaper development by different 
utilities. Some better, some not. 

Need statewide guidance on which to 
implement 

Limit of Cal TF budget – issue due to 
timing 

• Equity on which gets selected 



 

 

 

This process should help reduce friction 
with multiple parties developing 
workpapers. 

• internal friction even with CPUC 
(staff vs consultants) exists today. 

Who within the utilities best represents 
the process? 

Some things are driven by statute, 
order, or prior dispositions. Can 
handcuff utilities on measures at times. 

New measures developed by independent consultants 

This is already being done so some 
degree today.  The utilities frequently 
hire consultants to develop workpapers. 

Should we change to include 
implementers?  We’re concerned about 
a conflict of interest with implementers 
doing own workpapers. 

Third parties may not be up to date on 
current state of CPUC policy as it 
pertains to measure development. 

Can someone develop their own 
workpaper if they agree to fund it? 

How to prioritize measures to support 
individual utility goals (e.g, PGE needs 
measure to reach goal, but other IOUs 
don’t). 

Product developers have incentive to 
deliver – question of resources 

Consider getting additional funding if not 
enough already 

• Who else will contribute?  Will the rules 
change because of this? 

 

Need to ensure alignment with potential 
user/implementer of measure 

Measure development needs to know how 
it will be implemented 

• Maybe provide an example? 



 

 

 

The SDGE internal process review looks 
at cannibalization and interaction with 
other utilities. 

Dispute resolution 

We need one. 

ALJ often receives info from, or is 
influenced by EAR team behind the 
scenes. 

Are we proposing changes to CPUC vis-
a-vis workpaper approval processes? 

 

Energy division could just stone wall – 
won’t work 

Who else will ALJ get advice from - limit 

Needs to be independent of what Staff 
says 

• If you challenge, then goes to new 
person…don’t change 

The processes would leverage standard guidelines and templates: 

 eTRM data specification 

This is critical to be consistent 

Need analytical methodologies; how much 
data 

• Best practice for rigor 
Conflict of Interest 

 Process has so many hoops that not sure 
there is a conflict 

Need a strong process to be sure that 
conflict of interest won’t be a problem 

Conflict of interest = perception 

Development 

• If implementer develop ISP, then issue 
o Want to get input but not write 



 

 

 

• Need to be included in 
development/potentially lead 

o Similar to IOU system now 
o Proposer should be able to ask 

for funding if additional info 
asked for 

• Agree that need a tech matrix 
contractor to ensure QA/QC, 
consistency, etc… 

o Add range of markets…stage 
gate 

 

Approval process – If someone recuses 
themselves from the approval process it’s 
okay because Cal TF is large enough. 

• No issue 
• Conflict only exists in the approval 

 
 
 
Appliance and Plug Load 
Cold water clothes washers went away because the only manufacturer making one has 
stopped making it.  Tier 2 power strip was consolidated with Tier 1 
 

• 7.01 Energy Star Refrigerator 
o 2 offerings/tiers.  Energy Star qualified and Energy Star most efficient. 
o Had to sort through the DEER methodology.  Appears to use DOE UEC 

for base and efficient models. However, DEER applied a “basis factor” that 
dates back to 2008; there are interactions between refrigerator and its 
environment.  Data in workpaper has factor broken out by residential type 
and climate zone with a wide range of effects with the average of 0.94.  
For stage 2 we want to understand the basis for that and whether it make 
sense.  They cite a 1991 study by Proctor but we couldn’t find the study.   

o The POUs don’t look at this factor. We looked at TRMs across the country 
and we can only find a 1.2% degradation applied in Maine.   

• 7.03 Refrigerator Recycling 
o IOUs have discontinued the program.  It’s not c/e anymore probably 

because it requires that you get a new refrigerator in order to recycle the 



 

 

 

old one.  POUs still offer the program (targeted to low income) and require 
that they get a new refrigerator to replace the primary refrigerator.   

• 7.04 Energy Star Clothes Dryer 
o 2 tiers Energy Star and Energy Star most efficient. 
o Measure is part of RPP. 
o ET Award dryer had an unfavorable disposition from Commission Staff in 

RPP work paper and was replaced with the Energy Star most efficient. 
• 7.05 Energy Star Clothes Washer 

o Two tiers: Energy Star and Energy Star most efficient. 
o EAR disposition on clothes washer recycling talked a lot of about number 

of wash cycles in RASS and SCE metering study. 
o Need to parse out savings value attributable to both washer energy use 

and hot water. 
• 7.09 Ozone Laundry Non-Residential 

o This measure adds ozone to existing machine.  Reduces hot water 
requirement and displaces detergent and bleach requirements. 

o Certain values not available due to lack of data.   
o Would be new to POUs.   
o How much energy does the ozone generator use?  They measured in IL 

and it’s very small. So small that they determined it wasn’t worth trying to 
quantify.   

• 7.12 Energy Star Residential Dishwasher 
o 3 tiers: Energy Star, Energy Star most efficient, SCG workpaper version.  
o SCG version came from an interpolation of a DEER value – relied on a 

version from CEE list that is no longer available.   
 
Cal TF Comment:  Why categorize by energy instead of size or something that the 
consumer would recognize?   
Some appliance rated by energy factor or similar.  Don’t know the justifications.   
 

• 7.14 Retail Products Platform 
o Not really a measure, but a delivery mechanism for multiple measures.  

Multijurisdictional and in other states.   
o Offerings updated every Fall for offer in the Spring.  
o Needed to deconstruct into it’s constituent measures while preserving the 

unique aspects of the program.  
• 7.18 Vending, Merchandise Cooler Controller 

o Add on to existing equipment to control refrigeration and lighting.  
o DEER uses 4 hours or 16.7%.  POUs and every other TRM in the country 

uses ~86% savings.  No evaluation in CA to support current DEER value.   



 

 

 

o No interactive savings – all savings occurs when building is unoccupied. 
• 7.15 Networked PC Power Management 

o For offices and schools with a networked desktop computers and 
monitors. 

o Prior evaluations derated first year savings to reflect technological 
advances. 

o Shrinking window of opportunity for this measure. 
o Attempt to collapse interactive effects into a single statewide value. 

 
What has uptake been?   
Cal TF Question: Colleges and universities participate.  
Does it matter if the server is out of territory/state? 
 

• 7.16, 7.17 Smart Advanced Power Strips 
• Consolidate into a single power strip measure with tier for different features like 

master/slave, occupancy sensors, connected power strips, etc.  
 
Cal TF Question:  With more established technologies, standards are established.  With 
these it’s still a little loose.  Do you try to establish a proxy?    
 
There are concerns that these things may be taken out since they aren’t nailed down. 
 
Business Plan 
 
Seek Consensus and Reg Review of New Process. There’s really no point in doing Cal 
TF workpaper reviews anymore until we complete this. The next steps are to finalize 
input from the TF. Staff will memorialize them and prepare a comparison exhibit.  Then 
we will submit the TPP and comparison exhibit to the PAC. 
 
Low Income. Scott Mitchell gave a presentation this in June. There’s a directive from the 
CPUC for Cal TF to get involved in developing measures for the low in come programs.  
A big piece of this process is gathering information: to identify values or areas of need.  
Ultimately, we’d pull the measures into the eTRM specification.  
 
The directive to use eTRM was limited to one low income measure.  IOU policy folks 
confirmed this with Commission staff. 
 
Facilitate statewide coordination. Is monthly too often for this?  It seems like there are 
significant discussions that happen monthly.   
 



 

 

 

Actually, they are doing biweekly right now given phase 1/phase 2. 
 
Does the coordination with the POUs have any weight with the CPUC?  Does it 
increase pressure to be amendable?  It doesn’t seem to. But they (LADWP) haven’t 
developed any work papers yet.   

 
eTRM Development. The timelines and dates for the eTRM development are the same 
as the dates in the contract.  The final outcome hinges on getting approval from CPUC; 
if there isn’t movement on this front, we will need to find back up plans.  
 
Complete Measure Consolidation.  There are 150 measures that we’re going to 
consolidate next year.  There are about 50 HVAC measures that we will tackle towards 
the last part of the year so the breakdown of the numbers will shift a bit. 

 
Regulatory Path for Stage 2 Review.  Food Service is the first bundle of measures we 
will submit.  Then we will try to get on the EAR Team agenda to get their feedback.    

 
Cross Cutting Technical Position Paper.  Our initial idea was to develop a Technical 
Compendium of ex ante requirements, but PG&E has a project underway that will 
accomplish that.  We’re looking for other ideas; some that we had were: 
 

• Develop a path for approval of Open Studio Energy Plus. 
 

• Develop a proposal for an analysis controller. The CPUC’s EAR consultant owns 
the current MAS controller, but when that contract expires, CPUC will have to 
license it back in order to use it.  Future state would be to develop one that works 
with multiple controllers.   

 
• Martha Brook at CEC would like a modeling framework for both residential and 

nonresidential.   
 

• Opportunities to leverage eTRM.  There are several other entities that have 
expressed interest in linking to or otherwise leveraging the eTRM.  We could 
document these opportunities to demonstrate the full value of the eTRM.  
 
This effort is probably not right for a TPP but rather sounds like a Cal TF 
business development effort.   
 

Update Operations Manual and Charter.  We’re going to refresh the operation manual 
and charter to make sure Cal TF remains unbiased.  



 

 

 

 
What is a Charter?  Like a vision statement?   
The charter states why we exist.   
 
Did someone call for the charter?  Maybe this was put this on the list because someone 
has asked.   
 
RFQ for TF members. If we drop below 30 members, we’ll put an RFP out again.  

 
Developing another plan for 2019.  Part of Cal TF staff responsibilities in 2018 is to 
develop the plan for 2019.  
 
Wrap Up 

1. Food Service measures were affirmed. Next step is to submit the packet of 
measures to the CPUC staff. 

2. Consolidate feedback from working lunch to update new process TPP. 
3. For appliance and plug load, we’ll move forward and make a Tier 2 affirmation 

presentation in January.  


