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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 

TURN-1 
Public 
Sector  

Incomplete 
pp.  9, 32, 16-
22, 25-32, 35-
49, Table 6 p. 

34 

Observations 
 Overall: SCE’s public sector BP chapter lacks quantitative 

information on estimated efficiency potential (p. 9), which when 
available should be linked to the proposed savings goals (p. 25), 
and proposed budget (p. 32).  

 The BP reads more as a regulatory compliance document, 
appearing long in somewhat generalized discussions on market 
barriers (pp. 16 – 22), existing products and services (pp. 25 – 
32), and coordination with key partners and associated 
proceedings (p. 35-49). This is particularly evident in reviewing 
the one page matrix of “Public Sector Problem Statements, 
Desired Sector Outcome, Intervention Strategies, and Metrics”, 
in which the chapter is generally captured (Table 6, p. 34).  

Recommended Action 

 TURN recommends that SCE streamline the sections cited. 
 

   

TURN-2 
Public 
Sector  

pp. 35-49 
(Coordination) 

Observations 

 The BP contains no discussion of gas usage in the public sector, 
or partnering with SoCalGas. This is particularly disconcerting 
given the lengthy Section D. “Coordination with Key Partners 
and Associated Proceedings”.  Efficiency savings and cost-
effectiveness are significantly compromised by this bifurcated 
approach. TURN was equally confused by the fact that SCE and 
SCG each proposed stand-alone public sector HOPPs instead of 
a coordinated effort.  

Recommended Action 

 TURN recommends that SCE incorporate information and data 
on gas efficiency into all customer sector BPs, and develop 
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seamless customer offerings.  
 

TURN-3 
Public 
Sector 

p. 4 (Industry 
Standard 
Practice) 

 

Observations 

 SCE concludes that Industry Standard Practice (ISP) should 
rarely apply to the public sector:  “Additionally, there is a scale 
issue. A public building's kitchen or computer server system is 
usually considerably smaller than it would be in a commercial 
building. SCE concluded that Industry Standard Practice (ISP) 
should rarely apply to the public sector because the community 
the public sector serves and the scale of public sector energy 
systems do not compare to those of the commercial sector. 
Public sector investments are based on public good and on 
providing essential services at a minimal cost. But minimizing 
costs often leaves more advanced EE work for the public sector 
unrealized because it is expensive, while the commercial sector 
is not bound by the same spending restrictions.” (emphasis 
added).  TURN believes that it is inappropriate for SCE to 
unilaterally decide that ISP should not apply to the public 
sector. Such a generalized statement claiming that alleged 
differences in the “scale” of public sector and commercial 
energy using equipment and systems is not a reasonable basis 
for exempting the public sector from ISP considerations.   

Recommended Action 

 SCE should proceed with the identified M&V market 
characterization study identified as needed  “as soon as 
possible in order to: Document industry standard practices 
specific to the public sector, particularly in operations, 
maintenance, and early replacement or "indefinite repair" 
practices, which may differ in different segments within the 
sector.” (p. 41) 

 

   

TURN-4 
Public 
Sector 

p. 13 (Solar / 
Energy 
Storage 

Observations 

 SCE explains, “The declining cost and increased adoption of 
solar and battery storage is making a great impact on the EE 
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market 
trends) 

 

marketplace.”  This is a critically important matter, and TURN 
commends SCE for flagging it. 

Recommended Action 

 SCE should address the impact of solar and battery storage in its 
discussion of overarching market trends for each BP chapter. 
 

TURN-5 
Public 
Sector 

Financing 
p. 28 

 

Observations 
 SCE explains its plans for public sector financing as follows: 

“Financing: Programs designed to assist customers in acquiring 
the capital necessary to procure and install EE measures. SCE is 
working to tailor financing programs such as On-Bill Financing 
(OBF) to the public sector's unique needs (e.g., longer 
repayment periods, higher caps on funding, etc.) Additionally, 
SCE will work with public sector customers to develop EE 
revolving funds (1)  to help provide a sustainable source of 
funding for EE projects. 

(1) EE revolving funds use the energy savings associated with a 
given project to fund future energy efficiency projects. They 
can be set up so that either utility incentives or the direct 
savings from energy bills can be funneled into the revolving 
fund. The revolving funds can evolve over time to 
incorporate other clean energy resources.”  
 

SCE summarizes the first of the public sector problem 
statements in Table 6 as “Financing and procurement hurdles 
challenge adoption”.  With financing and public sector 
procurement being such significant hurdles to efficiency 
adoption, TURN believes it would be very helpful to expand the 
discussion of some of the ways SCE is working to tailor financing 
programs to this sector and to create EE revolving funds. 

 
Recommended Action 

 TURN recommends that SCE provide more detail on the ways 
SCE is working to tailor financing programs to this sector and to 
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create EE revolving funds. 

 TURN recommends that SCE consider PG&E’s proposed 
expansion of OBF and OBR and new financing partnerships to 
address problems around capital availability for first costs, with 
a specific focus on project co-pays over the $100,000 ceiling for 
OBF. PG&E states that it will explore extending OBF repayment 
periods beyond the current  standard of five years− up to ten− 
to provide near-term relief for customers requiring greater 
flexibility for large capex investments. And, explore new, lower 
risk financing structures for the sector as they become 
available, beyond simply supplementing existing OBF (up to the 
current $20,000 cap) with OBR (which carries variable risk 
depending on how third-party loans are structured) for greater 
liquidity. 

 

TURN-6 
Public 
Sector 

p. 48 (Public 
Sector HOPPs) 

Observations 

 SCE’s discussion of its Public Sector HOPPs is limited to a 
standalone paragraph in the next to the last page of the BP.  

Recommended Action 

 It would be very helpful for SCE to incorporate the discussion of 
its Public Sector HOPPs into more of the core of the BP chapter, 
and address how NMEC could possibly assist in overcoming 
market barriers, including capital market investment. 

 Beyond this, TURN recommends that SCE explore explore using 
AMI data and innovative meter-measured performance 
strategies for site-specific whole building programs to stimulate 
broader market interest in NMEC-based pay-for-performance 
programs. Such an approach could be used to attempt to spur 
private sector innovation and capital markets investment, thus 
building a market for efficiency, creating transparent and real 
time accounting for savings using smart meter data, increasing 
quality installations by making contractors accountable to 
measured performance, and ultimately reducing program 
administration and evaluation costs by making the industry 
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(and not just the program) responsible for performance risk. 
 
 
 
 

TURN-7 

GENERAL COMMENT 
 
Observations 

 Customer sector goals and program savings, budgets, and cost-effectiveness are forward looking.  The BPs are intended to be 
integral to California moving the currnet generally flat or stagnant needle on energy efficiency.  Some quantitative context to 
the current portfolios and programs would be very helpful. 

Recommended Action 

 We recommend that all data on projected customer sector goals and program savings, budgets, and cost-effectiveness be 
given some context relative to ongoing customer sector activities and accomplishments.  There needs to be some 
demonstration as to how the BP will advance savings and improve cost-effectiveness.  

 

  

TURN-8 

GENERAL COMMENT 
 
Observations 

 It is not clear whether projected savings are gross annual.  In D.16-08-019 (at p. 21), the Commission directed a return to net 
goals and the development of cumulative goals for application in 2018 to support the State’s SB 350 efforts. 

Recommended Action 

 If not already included, we recommend that SCE provide projected customer sector goals and program savings in net annual 
and net cumulative form, with the basis for net provided, and cumulative specified by the estimated average EUL by customer 
sector and key programs. Indicate the basis (ie end use, measures) for the estimated average EUL(s).  
 

  

 

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


