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Considerations for reviewing and providing comments on PA Business Plan Chapters 
 
Please consider the following questions as you review the Business Plan chapters.  The second page provides a template into w hich your feedback may be captured. 
 
Prior to reviewing and commenting on the Business Plan drafts, a reviewer may wish to review the updated “NRDC Compilation of CPUC Business Plan Guidance and PA Consensus Outline” 
found on the CAEECC Guidance webpage.  That document merges a number of sources of guidance to PAs into a convenient outline format that the PAs have collectively agreed to leverage as 
they draft their documents.  The following areas of review are intended to highlight those items that would be helpful in updating the business plans before the next draft. We do not expect 
stakeholders to answer all questions. Please choose those that are relevant to your interests. There is also an open row for additional comments that might not fit into the following format. 
 

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 NRDC Compiled guidance document 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.  Caution:  this form is set up as an 8.5 X 14 inch document and will not properly 

print on 8.5 X 11 paper. 

  

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 For PA Use 

Comment # Sector Page # Comment 
Rationale for Comment 

(include references to evaluations, studies, etc., if applicable) 

Integrated 
(Y/N) 

 
Rationale for Y/N 

CPUC – Kay 
Hardy 

Industrial 

#1: p.5  
#2 p. 5 
#3 p. 8 
#4 p. 9 
#5 p. 9 
#6 p. 11 
#7 p. 12-

13 
#8 p. 17-

18 
#9 p 20-

25 
#10 p. 26-

27 

Observations 
Recommended Actions 
 
 #1 “Proposal compared to prior 

cycles” – using AMI data to 
target customers does not seem 
like a substantial comparison, 
especially when it seems that 
programs will still focus on 
specific technologies, etc. 
Recommend: Assess what 
worked and didn’t, taking into 
account prior evaluation results, 
and address other differences in 
current extended cycle.  

 #2 missing C from NRDC 
guidance -- How this proposal 
addresses performance issues. 
Recommendation: this should 
be included in Compare 

 #3: “Food Service” is industrial? 
 #4 “recent market assessments” 

provide specific technologies 
with EE potential – (1) there is 
no list of measures anywhere in 
this chapterand it would be 
most helpful, and especially 

 Rationale # 1:  It is clear that with the rolling portfolio, third party 
requirements, proposal in the chapter to distinguish based on 
customer size, etc. that there are more differences than  targeted 
AMI outreach. 

 Rationale #2: Performance issues in the form of realization rates 
and NTG as well as compliance with CPUC and program rules have 
been identified in past evaluations but this is not addressed 
anywhere in the draft chapter 

 #3: Food service isn’t commercial? 

 #4: Reliance on MASI studies to identify technologies with 
potential is inapprorpriate; technologies specifically identified as 
having potential should be listed here.  
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herel; (2) if these are the MASI 
studies CPUC management 
instructed the IOUs not to use 
them for determining potential 
as they were very small in scope, 
were not peer reviewed and 
conclusions questioned by 
CPUC; troubling to see them 
referred to as the “focus” of 
program offerings (if reference 
is to MASI, as there is no 
citation). Recommendation: do 
not rely on MASI studies for 
potential. 

 #5: if this comprehensive is a 
“HOPPs” type program with 
existing condition baselines, etc. 
please note that this is only 
available in the industrial sector 
for building-related upgrades. 
The descriptions in this section 
are too vague to tell what SCG is 
proposing. 

 #6 responses to EMV. This does 
not comply with NRDC guidance 
document and does not 
reference recommendations 
from impact evaluations or any 
other evaluations. It is 
misleading in that it says “SoCal 
Gas Response to each identified 
EMV recommendations” is in 
appendix C, which is just a 
bibliography of studies that only 
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includes one impact evaluation 
and not even the most recent. 
Recommendation: comply with 
NRDC guidance document D. 4. 

 #7: Goals and sector objectives 
are just just rewording of the 
same points and do not 
constitute either goals or 
objectives as they are used for 
performance metrics. Not sure 
what “tactical objectives” are 
supposed to be but they seem 
more like strategies. 
Recommendation: look at goals, 
objectives definitions for 
purposes of market 
transformation and rewrite 

 #8. Desired sector outcome. The 
table only rephrases the 
problem statement for vision 
and outcomes; does not identify 
near and mid-term outcomes; 
strategies are generic; sector 
metric is not a metric, it should 
quantify outcome, as should the 
near mid and 10 year “visions” 
which should be goals. See 
appendix A, which has numeric 
metrics.  

 #9 program intervention 
strategies: in Page 20 summary, 
(1) Facility energy advisor is X’d 
for all sizes; what is this? (2) Pay 
for performance is X’d for all 
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sizes, if this is a direct install, 
AB802 type program it is 
available only for building 
upgrade related activities. It is 
not adequately described in the 
draft chapter. (3) Direct install is 
X’d for all sizes, if this refers to 
an AB 802 type program, only 
available for building 
improvements. (4) 
Comprehensive DI is not 
adequately described so 
whether it is a viable strategy 
cannot be determined. (5) 
Midstream EE equipment is 
unclear as to measures and 
delivery. PROGRAM 
INTERVENTION STRATEGIES: (1) 
Partnering: by limited 
partnership arrangements do 
you mean as legally defined? 
Doesn’t say who this might be. 
(2) Data analytics – surely there 
are other applications besides 
marketing. (3) Virtual energy 
audits sounds very non-virtual 
with presentations to facility 
staff. Note that for industrial 
currently O&M and RCx savings 
available only through SEM or 
for building-related 
improvements.  (4) Energy 
management technology: is this 
MBCx?  (5) technical assistance. 
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Is this an SEM cohort approach, 
one on one, or WET? (6) for 
SEM, please check on the 
descriptions, including savings 
analysis, recent and ongoing 
equipment installations, 
metering of large capital 
projects, descriptions do not 
correlate to my understanding 
of program design. (7) Pay for 
Performance. In industrial, ONLY 
AVAILABLE THROUGH SEM or for 
building improvements. (8) 
Custom Incentives -- what does 
this mean: “it offers a 
calculation method that can 
consider system and resource 
interactions to support an 
integrated , whole system and 
multi-resource management 
strategies” (9) Whole building: is 
this building- related or does it 
include process? (10) 
comprehensive direct install, 
need more description of this 
and what measures. It does not 
seem appropriate for process 
improvements. What is a “co-
pay” option? CROSSCUTTING: 
where is WET? 

 #10: sector metrics. 1. Think 
metric would better be shown as 
increased participation in 
programs by micro/small. 
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Increased savings could be from 
former participants. Another 
metric could be increased 
savings from these segments. 2. 
No hassle participation. I do not 
see how the metrics relate to 
the desired outcome, which is a 
strange outcome anyway. Does 
simple no hassle low cost mean 
more direct install? If it is 
directed at custom project 
review requirements, nothing in 
this chapter says how SCG will 
address problems with program 
influence, realization rates or 
NTG issues, and improvement in 
this area depends on PA 
improvement in program 
delivery. 3. Do not understand 
“naturally adopt” does this refer 
to customers who do not need 
rebates because they have 
adopted EE as a business 
strategy? Metrics do not relate 
to this. 4. Says across all industry 
segments but the metric applies 
to medium and large, and it is 
really not a helpful metric.  
 

       

General 
Comments. 

This draft industrial business plan chapter would not suffice for approval of a final business plan. It is vague and general in 
descriptions. It does not characterize industry segments well (small and large is not adfequate). The chapter does not use potential 
estimates to develop goals. It does not provide the detailed type of information called for in the NRDC business plan guidance. The 
metrics do not relate to the problem statements. The chapter proposes new intervention strategies that are not sufficiently described 
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and are made generally applicable to all sizes of customer. The chapter calls for simplified program requirements and simplified 
processes for participants; it identifies these as both problem statements and goals. to the extent this refers to the custom review 
process, please note that the chapter does not address evaluation recommendations regarding project eligibility, improvement of 
realization rates, or program influence on customer participation, improvements in all of which are critical to lessening ex ante 
scrutiny. To the extent simplification refers to direct install or comprehensive direct install, the chapter does not adequately explain 
how these delivery methods will apply to industrial customers and which measures will be included. The chapter skirts around the fact 
that AB 802 type projects, with existing conditions baselines and NMEC M&V, applies only in SEM or to building improvement 
projects.  

 

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


