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Considerations for reviewing and providing comments on Full PA Business Plans 
 
Please consider the following questions as you review the Business Plan chapters.  The second page provides a template into which your feedback may be 
captured. 
 
Prior to reviewing and commenting on the Business Plan drafts, a reviewer may wish to review the updated Business Plan Checklist found on the CAEECC 
Guidance webpage. In addition to comparing the Business Plan contents against the Updated Business Plan Checklist, the following questions are intended to 
highlight those items that would be helpful in updating the business plans. These questions are food for thought; we do not expect stakeholders to specifically 
address these questions in their form. Please choose those that are relevant to your interests.  
 

1. Structural Review 
a. Do the chapter layout and order of topics comply with NRDC compiled guidance document “outline”? 
b. Does the stylistic/visual presentation allow for easy navigation through the chapter (i.e., allowing easy comparison of the chapter against the 

NRDC compilation)? 
c. What examples from other PA chapters (whether same PA different sector or different PA all together) would you suggest be considered for this 

document 
 

2. Content-Related Review  
a. Are all key pieces of information, tables, graphics, and supporting documents called for in the Updated Business Plan checklist present in the 

Chapter? 
b. Are your previous comments and input addressed in the document? 
c. Is the overall sector plan coherent and clear? 
d. Are proposed activities (intervention strategies) sufficiently justified by the market assessment and other data analyses presented? 
e. Are substantive assertions and conclusions supported with clear reasoning and adequate citations? 
f. Are metrics relevant, representative, and associable with future IPs and PIPs? 
g. Is material presented at the right level of detail for a Business Plan?  

 

On the next page, please find the comment template in which substantive comments can be recorded and then submitted to 

facilitator@caeecc.org. If you have any questions about using this form or the review process, please contact the facilitator by phone or email.   

  

http://www.caeecc.org/business-plan-guidance
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Instructions: Please make comments specific, reference pages where appropriate, and be focused on Business Plan level strategies. 

Commenter: Please Fill In This Part Of The Form 

Comment # 
       

PA(s) Sector Page # Comment 

CPUC-CF 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SCE 
Emerging 

Technologies  

Overall 
comment, 

and 
metrics 
table, p. 

23 

Observation: 
- The chapter is vague on what ETP has accomplished in the past and expects to 

accomplish in the future.  This is made worse by the absence of any meaningful 
metrics in this draft.  

- The problem seems to lie in the lack of alignment between the objectives/goals of the 
program and the strategies it will undertake to achieve these.   

- Because of this vagueness, the value that ETP will add to the portfolio is not at all 
clear; it is perhaps the least clear of any chapter offered.  

Recommended Action:  
- We would like to see SCE use PG&E’s metric table format instead of the one SCE 

currently offers.  The PG&E table is very clear and useable, whereas the one offered 
by SCE, in addition to not being completed, is not clear.  

- The chapter should be rewritten to align strategies with objectives or goals.  These are 
currently not coherently linked. 

- Because they were not included in this draft, ED and stakeholders will need to have a 
full 3 weeks to review the metrics offered by SCE /IOUs before the Jan 17 filing.  

- In addition, adding a short appendix of what the ETP team believes has been their 
main accomplishments in the last 5- 10 years would help to demonstrate the value 
ETP is adding.  

CPUC-CF 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SCE 
Emerging 

Technologies  
p. 5, 12-

14 

Observation:  
- The ETP chapter objectives are vague and not measureable (i.e, are not “SMART”). 

Indeed, they seem to be largely “tactics.”  
- This vagueness contributes to skepticism of ETP’s value.  

Recommended Action: 
-  Rewrite the objectives to be “SMART,” that is measureable and achievable.  
- Energy Division suggests that the ETP’s main functions appear to be (or perhaps 
should be) the following: 

 
1)  Perform X (#) of Technology Assessments  -- that produce all information needed for the 
completion of Work Papers for those technologies accepted into RA programs – annually 
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2)   Identify, vet and collaboratively develop market transformation initiative implementation 
plans for X technologies annually, for which the “end point” is not inclusion in codes or 
standards (these will be identified by the C&S team) 
 
3) Convene X ETCC meetings a year, and X ETCC National Conferences every five years, and 
keep website updated.  

CPUC-CF 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SCE 
Emerging 

Technologies  
p. 5, 12-

14 

Observation: 
- The ETP database now supports tracking of ET-supported measures into the IOU 

portfolio.  
- It is difficult to track the impact of ET funding on overall portfolio activities and savings 

Recommended acton: 
- Update metrics associated with tracking the cumulative energy savings for these 

measures, and how much they contribute to the overall portfolio 
·         We would like to also see the IOUs start tracking project efforts at the technology 

level, in addition to at the project level, to measure outputs associated with the 
program.  

·         The IOUs should then develop appropriate success criteria or baselines associated with 
each metric 

CPUC-SM 

 
 
 
 
 

SCE 
Emerging 

Technologies 
p. 3, 5, 27 

Observation: 
-The language in the text appears to encourage only risk-averse technology development 
support, potentially restricting the scope of the program. 
 
Recommended Action: 
-Set aside a portion of ETP funding for “Moonshot” high-risk, high-reward measures with the 
potential for market transformation. 

CPUC-SM 

 
 
 
 

SCE 
 

Emerging 
Technologies  

p. 5 

Observation: 
-The synthesis of current technology roadmaps into the statewide Technology Priority Maps 
(TPMs) may create a locational imbalance, with measures based on certain climate zones’ 
needs receiving more support than others. 
 
Recommended Action: 
-Include language in the text that climate zone distribution will be considered along with cost 
effectiveness and savings potential when choosing ETP candidate measures for inclusion in the 
TPMs. 
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CPUC-SM 

 
 

 
 
 
 

SCE Emerging 
Technologies  

p. 5 

Observation: 
-Although specific measures may be taken into account in the TPMs, cascading needs arising 
from these measures to make them effective may be overlooked. These needs can take the 
form of supportive software or hardware solutions, evaluations, policy support, or 
coordination. 
 
Recommended Action: 
-Include cascading needs for each measure in the TPMs so that supporting requirements for 
effective implementation may be considered in a timely fashion. 
 
- For example:  AMI meters create new needs (disag, pay for performance programs, apps for 
customers, evaluations of effectiveness of each) 
     -AMI data analysis software creates new needs (quality/accuracy certification programs) 

- Etc  

CPUC-SM 

 
 
 
 
 

SCE 
 

Emerging 
Technologies  

p. 5 

Observation: 
- The TPMs present an opportunity to design metrics associated with 

scanning/screening for both resource acquisition needs and to reduce barriers for 
potential MT initiatives.  

Recommended Action: 
- As part of developing the TPMs, peer review and other market intelligence could be 

collected to design strategies and related metrics and targets for success for a given 
technology. 

- IOUs should develop metrics for tracking selection of technologies by these needs (RA 
vs MT), and whether or not their process yielded technologies that support each type 
of strategy 

 

CPUC-CF 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SCE 

Emerging 
Technologies  

p. 5, 12-
14 

Observation: 

- The ETP relies upon coordination with other internal and external departments and 
stakeholders to successfully transfer and incentivize promising technologies.  

Recommended Action:  
- Develop metrics around effective internal IOU coordination amongst these entities for 

each stage of the process: 
o either that these entities receive information needed to support transfer of a 

technology, or: 
o that they are consulted or collaborated with during the TRPM process 
o etc 
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CPUC-SM 

 
 

 
 
 
 

SCE 
Emerging 

Technologies  
p. 11 

Observation: 
-It is heartening to see recognition of the challenges around funding silos to pursue IDSM 
opportunities. To truly pursue all emerging IDSM integration opportunities, additional 
direction from the Commission may be needed, particularly in areas other than for EE/DR 
resources.   
 
Recommended Action: 
-If the IOUs believe that more guidance and/or funding from the Commission is needed to 
aggressively pursue all IDSM-type opportunities within ET work (or Codes and Standards), we 
recommend and request that they collectively raise this issue in testimony as they submit 
their final Business Plans.  This will help identify IDSM funding siloing as a potential reminaing 
policy issue requiring additional Commission guidance.  

 

Commenter—please replace red text with the information you wish to provide. Please submit completed comments to 

facilitator@caeecc.org 
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