Current Issues
. Poor WP quality
. Timeliness

. Lack of transparency
. Lack of collaboration
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Opportunities through Cal TF

. Duplicative WPs/inconsistent values across utilities

. Lack of IOU manager support for CPUC input

. Unclear and changing WP requirements and DEER methods
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IOUs develop/
submit WP to
CPUC Staff/
Consultants
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1. Up-front coordination through TF planning process
2. Up-front TF/Commission staff/consultant input through abstract; Templates

and guidelines to clarify expectations
3. Defined stages for Commission Staff/Consultants and TF input

4. Defined timelines for feedback
5. TF process public; all documents and decisions posted on public website.
6. Technical collaboration occurs on monthly basis

7. Guidelines/templates; requirements identified through TF abstract

Other Benefits

1. Statewide consistency — benefits to CEC and CAISO

2. Technical data/methods developed through input from broader range of
Caveat: Consensus does not equal correct.

technical experts

Current Work Paper Development Process

(12/23/2013)
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CPUC Staff WP
Approval:
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Comments:
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IOUs may use
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IOUs submit
updated WP
to CPUC Staff/
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CPUC Staff
approves WP;
WP posted to
DEER and
IOUs may use
measure
values
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WP abstract
submitted to
TF
Administrator
(min. 10 days
before TF
meeting)

WP abstract contains:
eData sources
eMethodologies
oAdd'l research needed, incl.
expected budget/technical
check-points
e Cost scoping to develop WP
e Applicable CPUC policies/
guidelines, confirmed by CPUC
eApplicable DEER data or
methodologies, confirmed by
CPUC
eName of WP developer
(Person/firm)
eProgram delivery
eEstimated size of offer

10 day review and comment
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TF
Administrator
circulates WP
abstract to TF
Members, incl.
CPUC Staff/
Consultants;
10 days review
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Simple Work Paper Development Process
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1 Consultant
1 input
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: all issues
| containedin
I WP abstract
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TF
Administrator
summarizes
comments;
circulates to
TF Members
prior to TF
meeting
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(1/20/2014)

4 week WP development
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10 day review and comment
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Discuss and

finalize WP
abstract
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TF-
Recommended
developer

CPUC Staff/
Consultant
input
required

writes draft WP
based on TF-
approved
abstract
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submits ara comments on WP; WP to CPUC
WP to TF
. Consensus for
Admin; decision-makingon |—> approval;
TFAdmin T 8 :
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10 davs CPUC Staff/ incorporate
) ¥ Consultants into POU
review and .. .
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comment . .
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Total time for TF to review WP = 2 months

Key:

Black text: Steps

Red text: Commission Staff/Consultant
involvement required

Blue text: Turn-around time for all review and
comment



"Complex" Work Paper Development Process

10 day review and comment
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(1/20/2014)

4 week WP development

10 day review and comment
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WP abstract Administrator TF Discusf and TF- e de.veloper TF resolves
submitted to circulates WP Admmlsttjator finalize WP Recommended LIl IE: comments on WP;
TF abstract to TF summarizes abstract developer we tq U5 Consensus
Administrator |t Members, incl. T C_ommentS; — comments; writes draft WP |—+ Admmf = decision-making on
(min. 10 days CPUC Staff/ circulates to CPUC Staff/ based on TE- TF Admin draft WP;
before TF Consultants; TF Members Consultants approved cllzauleiies for CPUC staff/
meeting) 10 days review prior to TF participate in abstract 10 day review Consultants
and comment meeting discussion and comment participate in
discussion
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WP abstract contains: VI I
eData sources I Consultant needed, abstract goes
hodologi : input 1 to TF Subcommittee.
*Methodologies : : ired ! TF Subcommittee sets
eAdd'l research needed, incl. | requiredon
expected budget/technical | allissues SaneeLe (e e
P get I containedin 1 on scale of research)
check-points WP ab : \ )
e Cost scoping to develop WP | abstract |
\ ’

e Applicable CPUC policies/
guidelines, confirmed by CPUC
eApplicable DEER data or
methodologies, confirmed by
CPUC
eName of WP developer
(Person/firm)
eProgram delivery
eEstimated size of offer

TF Subcommittee
approves final research;
WP developer
incorporates results of
research into WP
\

)

TF Subcommittee determines
what check-points needed so

(U

that TF provides guidance at
all junctures that need tech
input.

CPUC Staff/Consultants may
provide input if they would
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Total time for TF to review WP = depends on

research needed

Notes:
Black text: Steps

Red text: Commission Staff/Consultant

involvement required

Blue text: Turn-around time for all review and

comment



10 day review and comment
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"Provisional" Work Paper Development Process

(1/20/2014)

4 week WP development

10 day review and comment

N

[
TF
WP abstract Administrator
submitted to circulates WP
TF abstract to TF
Administrator >  Members, incl. >
(min. 10 days CPUC Staff/
before TF Consultants;
meeting) 10 days review
and comment

/L

\ A
[ | [ \
\ 4 TE Mte #1: ) [ \ ( \ / TF Mtg #2: \ ( 10U submits
TF TVIE S WP developer TF resolves Provisional
Administrator DIEETEICNL TF- submits draft and final WP
summarizes BN R S WP to TF comments on We; to CPUC for
comments; ISR CATE] Admoin- 'C'onsenst'Js approval;
I t; —>|  comments; > writes draft WP |—>! TF Admi'n = decision-makingon Lt prOUs ’
CPUC Staff/ based on TF- ) draft WP; _
TF Members circulates for CPUC Staff/ incorporate
. Consultants approved . .
prior to TF . ) 10 day review Consultants provisional or
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WP abstract contains:
eData sources
eMethodologies
e Add'l research needed, incl.
expected budget/technical
check-points
e Cost scoping to develop WP
e Applicable CPUC policies/
guidelines, confirmed by CPUC
eApplicable DEER data or
methodologies, confirmed by
CPUC
eName of WP developer
(Person/firm)
eProgram delivery
eEstimated size of offer
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CPUC Staff/
Consultant
input
required on
all issues
contained in
WP abstract
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Total time for TF to review provisional WP = 2

months

Total time for TF to review final WP =

depends on research needed

Notes:
Black text: Steps

Red text: Commission Staff/Consultant

involvement required

Blue text: Turn-around time for all review and

comment
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Final WP reflecting
research re-
submitted to TF for
final review
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TF Subcommittee
approves final
research; WP

developer
incorporates results
kof research into WP

if additional research
needed, abstract goes
to TF Subcommittee.
TF Subcommittee sets
schedule (dependent on

&—

\ scale of research)
\

{ TF Subcommittee \

determines what check-
points needed so that
TF provides guidance at
all junctures that need
tech input.
CPUC Staff/Consultants
may provide input (if

\ they would like) j




