Commenter Name: Cynthia Mitchell Commenter Affiliation: TURN Program Administratortoreceive feedback: PG&E Date: 9-28-16

Considerations forreviewing 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 to review 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 formatthat the 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
stakeholdersto answerall questions. Please choose thosethat are relevanttoyourinterests. There isalso an openrow for additional comments that might notfitinto the following format.

1. Structural Review
a. Do the chapter layoutand order of 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
a. Areallkeypiecesofinformation, tables, graphics, and supporting documents called forin the NRDC Compiled guidance document present in 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 metricsrelevant, representative, and associable with futureIPsand PIPs?
Is material presented atthe rightlevel of detail foraBusiness Plan?
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On the next page, please find the comment templatein which substantive comments can be recorded and then submitted to facilitator@caeecc.org. If you have any questions about using this
formor the review process, please contact the facilitator by phone oremail. Caution: thisformissetup as an 8.5 X 14 inch document and will not properly printon 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 | evel strategies.
Commenter: Please Fill In This Part Of The Form For PA Use

Rationale for Comment Integrated
Comment# Sector Page # Comment (include references to evaluations, (Y/N) Rationale for Y/N
studies, etc., if applicable)
Observations (1) PG&E at 14, citationto 2015
e PG&E explains, “PG&E will reach a greater proportion of study by Evergreen Economics
existing customers, with particularemphasis on: on San Diego Gas & Electric
Greaterfocus on energy efficiency measures thatalsoyield (SDG&E)’s agricultural sector.
watersavings, such as advanced groundwater pumpingand (2) % PG&E electricuse, w/ 63%
irrigation. Groundwater pumping accounts for approximately for crop production, and 62% for
62% of the electricity usedin crop production, withirrigation groundwater pumping, or (TURN
of fruitand nut crops accounting for 18% of total agricultural math) 3.5% of total PG&E
electricity usage statewide. Inthe longrun, PG&E envisions electricuse for AG groundwater
supportingawhole-farm approach to management of water pumpingand, a shiftfromflood
and energy, unlocking even deepersavingsin both.” TURN to sprinklerand drip could
pp.4, 14 agreesthat Itiscritical that electricand gas utility efficiency reduce AG wateruse in state
(water agricultural offerings and activities more closely align with 17%. See PG&E p. 14, citationto
TURN-1 AG conservation mostfarmers’ motivations of “water (ratherthan energy) [as 2009 study by the Pacific
the priority the] primary concern undercurrent conditions.” (1) Whilenot Institute.
for farmers, suggesting that PG&E subsidize water efficiency measures,
not EE) TURN does believethat energy efficiency AG efforts should

focusin the nearterm onthe farmers’ relationship with
water, that is, ground water pumping and forms of
irrigation.(2)

Recommended Action

Water availability and conservation and associated costs are
a significantgame changerin PG&E’s AG efficiency efforts. It
appearsthat PG&E is very cognizant of this fact. TURN
recommends that PG&E furthersharpenitsimmediateand
nearterm AG efficiency around water availability and
conservation to minimize possible key conflicts between
energy efficiency and water conservation (ie. price
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differences between standard and higher efficiency larger
pump for deepergroundwater).
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TURN-3

AG

p. 6
(partnerships)

Observations

Strategicpartnershipsincluding regional water districts

Recommended Action

Giventheincreasing focus on water, TURN recommends a
discussion of strategic partnerships with regional water
districtsand water entities, including status of partnerships
to date, what's working well, and ongoing opportunities and
challenges.

TURN-4

AG

p. 26
(financing)

Observations

PG&E discusses the following barriers to EE: “Available
financing options are insufficient and inflexible. The sector
faces high upfront cost barriers toimplementing energy
efficiency, and low adoption of existing OBF/OBR offerings.
Energy efficiency alone may not offer sufficient funding to
encourage the customerstoact.” PG&E offersthe following
tactics forovercomingthese barriers:

New, midterm: Cross-cutting - Finance: Expand existing and
planned financing offerings such as OBF and OBR, and
develop new financing partnerships to address problems
around capital availability for first costs, with a specificfocus
on project co-pays overthe $100,000 ceiling for OBF.

New, midterm: Cross-cutting Finance: Explore extending OBF
repayment periods beyond the current standard of five
years—up to ten-to provide near-termrelief for customers
requiring greaterflexibility for large capex investments.

New, midterm: Cross-cutting - Finance: Explore new, lower
risk financing structures forthe sectoras they become
available, beyond simply supplementing existing OBF (up to
the current $20,000 cap) with OBR (which carries variable risk
dependingon how third-party loans are structured) for
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greaterliquidity.

Recommended Action
e Thisis acritical barrier with potentially important tactics.

TURN very strongly suggests that these tactics be moved to
the near term.

TURN-5

OVERVIEW

TURN’s review and comment on PG&E’s draft Agricultural business planchapterfocuseson ltem 2. Content-Related Review, items d —
g, of the CAEECC’s suggested guidancereview.

d. Areproposed activities (intervention strategies) sufficiently justified by the market assessment and other dataanalyses
presented?

€. Aresubstantive assertions and conclusions supported with clearreasoning and adequate citations?

Are metrics relevant, representative, and associable with futureIPsand PIPs?

Is material presented atthe rightlevel of detail foraBusiness Plan?

«Q

TURN also considered the extentto which the draft BP chapter addresses customer sector market barriers to greater participation and
deepersavings throughinnovations and synergies via existing and possibly newcustomer- and market-based strategies and tactics.

TURN’s assessment of PG&E’s agricultural BP chapteristhatitisa verycrisp and clean overviewand presentation of the agriculture
sectorin PG&E service territory, and athoughtful and thorough set of strategies and tactics to advance energy efficiency as the ongoing
droughtfurther complicatesthe resource (timeand money) competition farmers’ face.

The draft BP chapterservesthe key dual purposes of reasonably informing policy makers, regulators, and stakeholders of PG&E's
ongoing efficiency plans forthe agricultural sector, while providing non-utility implementers areasonableamount of information and

data to begin to consider possible competitive efficiency opportunities.

TURN looks forward to reviewing PG&E’s BP in its entirety.
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GENERAL COMMENT

Observations
e Customersectorgoalsand program savings, budgets, and cost-effectiveness are forward looking. The BPs are intended to be
integral to California moving the currnet generallyflat or stagnant needle on energy efficiency. Some quantitative context to

TURN-6 the current portfolios and programs would be very helpful.
Recommended Action
e We recommendthatall 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.
GENERAL COMMENT
Observations
e [tisnotclearwhetherprojectedsavingsare grossannual. InD.16-08-019 (atp. 21), the Commission directed areturnto net
TURN-7 goals and the development of cumulative goals forapplicationin 2018 to supportthe State’s SB 350 efforts.
Recommended Action
e Ifnotalreadyincluded, we recommend that PG&E provide projected customer sector goals and program savingsin net annual
and net cumulative form, with the basis fornet provided, and cumulative specified by the estimated average EULby customer
sectorand key programs. Indicate the basis (ie end use, measures) for the estimated average EUL(s).
GENERAL COMMENT
Observations
e SCEinits PublicSectorBP chapter (p. 13) states: “The declining costand increased adoption of solarand battery storageis
TURN-8 makinga great impact on the EE marketplace.” TURN observes that this statementalsoapplies to PG&E’s BP and is a critically

important matterthat should be addressed.
Recommended Action
e TURN recommends PG&E address the impact of solarand battery storage on the EE marketplace as part of a discussion of
overarching market trends.

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




