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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 atemplateinto w hich yourfeedback may be captured.

Priorto reviewing and commenting on the Business Plan drafts, areviewer may wish toreview the updated “NRDC Compilation of CPUC Business Plan Guidance and PA Consensus Outline”
found onthe CAEECC Guidance webpage. That document merges anumber of sources of guidance to PAsinto a convenient outline formatthatthe PAs have collectively agreed to leverage as
they draft theirdocuments. The followingareas 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
stakeholderstoanswerall questions. Please choose thosethat are relevantto yourinterests. There isalsoan openrow for additional comments that might not fitinto the following format.

1. Structural Review
a. Do the chapterlayoutand orderof topics comply with NRDC compiled guidance document “outline”?
b. Doesthe stylistic/visual presentation allow for easy navigation through the chapter (i.e., allowing easy comparison of the chapteragainst the NRDC compilation)?
¢. What examplesfromotherPA chapters (whethersame PA different sector ordifferent PA all together) would you suggest be considered for this document

2. Content-Related Review

Are all key pieces of information, tables, graphics, and supporting documents called forin the NRDC Compiled guidancedocument presentin the Chapter?
Are your previous comments and input addressed inthe document?

Is the overall sector plan coherentand clear?

Are proposed activities (intervention strategies) sufficiently justified by the market assessment and otherdataanalyses presented?

Are substantive assertions and conclusions supported with clear reasoning and adequate citations?

Are metrics relevant, representative, and associable with future IPs and PIPs?

Is material presented atthe rightlevel of detail foraBusiness Plan?
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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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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--1-
Kay Hardy

PG&E
Agriculture

#1p.3-4
#2p.5
#3p.6
H4p.6
#5p.6
#6p. 11
#7 p. 29-
30

#1 Note 7-yearsavings goal vs. 5
or 10 year goalsreferencedin
placeholder

#2 “existing pump-focused
programs” Note thatcurrent
issuesregarding “pump-
focused” programs must be
resolved by the CPUCand IOUs
before these services can be
offered to customers. Inclusion
of a program or measureina
business plan chapter does not
obviate the necessity to
complete workpapers or
address otherliveissues
betweenthe CPUCand PAs

#3. HOPPstype programsin Ag.
This program offering should be
subjecttosimilarreview as the
HOPPs programs.

#4 Irrigation system
optimization. Noting that a pilot
was proposed but not
conducted by PGE, why not?;
alsoconcerned aboutjustifying
increased load fromirrigation
#5 expanded pump
overhauls/VFD offerings. Ex post

#3. Commercial HOPPs programs have been submitted viaadvice
letterand subjectto CPUC review. Asimilarprograminthe

agricultural sectorshould have similarreviewto ensure thatit meets

the AB 802 objectivesand that NMEC is a reasonable method for
savings calculations foragriculture projects. In addition, what
constitutes “retrocommissioning” forthese purposesis under

discussion.
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evaluation results show lack of
savings due toinappropriate use
of VFDs in ag (and other
sectors). Expanded pump
offerings: again note that
includingthisin program
offeringsis contingenton
resolution of exanteissues.

e #6 table:whyisaverage KWh
usage for small customersless
than average savings? Also
negative average for unknowns
looks a little odd.

#7: Why no strategicpartnerships

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



