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[bookmark: _Toc514681059]1.0 Introduction
CPUC Staff developed this proposed custom project ex ante review timing protocol as one element of input to Task 6 (streamlining of the custom project ex ante review process) of the Track 2 Working Group (T2WG).  This protocol covers the timing of the exchange of Program Administrators (PA) project documentation and CPUC staff notifications and dispositions on projects[footnoteRef:2]. Thus this protocol only covers the review exchanges between CPUC staff and the PAs. Some procedural changes to the existing process are recommended.   [2:  The exception to this process is for Proposition 39 project reviews.  Proposition 39 project reviews adhere to the review timeline as described in Commission Decision 14-10-046 p50, “Commission Staff will select custom projects for review within 5 days of receipt of submittal, and will have an additional 10 days thereafter to complete review of a selected project, provided that all project information required for a review is included in the submittal.”] 

CPUC Staff note that the T2WG, under Task 6, has identified numerous areas for improvement to facilitate streamlining the custom projects ex ante review process. A summary of many concepts for improvement was prepared by CADMUS in a document titled “Task6_CustomStreamline_Brainstorm_20160606.docx”[footnoteRef:3] following the June 6, 2017 T2WG meeting number 5.  This proposal addresses only the timing protocol aspect of “streamlining”.  Although CPUC Staff understands that implementation of this proposal will not address all ideas proposed for streamlining the review process, it is believed that improving the timing of the exchange process of documents between the PA and CPUC is a key and first element that needs to be addressed.  CPUC Staff expect that the other aspects of streamlining will be discussed and lead to further process enhancements to be implemented during 2018.   [3:  The document may be found under the “Task 6 - Custom Streamlining Materials” directory here: http://t2wg.cadmusweb.com/] 

The CPUC Staff proposal includes an event due date tracking simplification to facilitate the practical execution of the proposed process.  All post initial project selection due dates will be set to a Tuesday except for due dates falling on State of California observed holidays or due dates occurring in the period that includes Christmas day through the week including New Year’s Day.  The process will require that responses be posted in the Custom Measure Project Archive (CMPA) directories assigned to each project, and that uploaded documents be correctly categorized.  The proposed process outlines submission and response deadlines and the significance of not meeting deadlines.  The successful implementation of these proposed changes will require the commitment of all parties to work together in a spirit of continuous improvement. 
Proposed Effective date of this Proposed Protocol: TBD but ASAP in 2018
[bookmark: _Toc501105167][bookmark: _Toc514681060]2.0 Response Due Date Simplification
In order to simplify the tracking of any required response due dates for all parties, all submissions will be reviewed, categorized and accounted for on a weekly basis and any subsequent response required will be given a due date as if the submission happened on Tuesday.  A submission that is received after Tuesday will utilize the following Tuesday as the starting date for establishing the due date for the response to that submission.  Thus, all submission dates on Wednesday through Monday are rounded forward to the following Tuesday when establishing the due date of any required response to that submission.  Submissions on Tuesday will be considered submitted that day.  All CMPA file uploads, message postings, etc. will be summarized on a weekly basis and segregated by PA (CPUC Staff expect this may take two months to automate once the fields that will be summarized are agreed upon).  This will allow each party to organize and prioritize their workload on a weekly basis.  
For example, on Friday December 15, 2017 CPUC staff notify the PA that a project has been selected for ex ante review by uploading a document to the PA’s “2017 CPUC Selected Projects” directory.  That submission will be considered to have happened Tuesday December 19, 2017. Although the CPUC selection was submitted to the CMPA directory on Friday December 15, 2017and thus PA personnel could have retrieved the selection information from the PA’s “2017 CPUC Selected Projects” on the 15th, this project’s simplified date of selection for tracking response due dates described below is set at Tuesday December 19, 2017.  
For any State of California observed annual holidays[footnoteRef:4] that happen to fall on a Tuesday, the Tuesday due date moves to the next business day, Wednesday. Additionally, due dates occurring in the period of the work week that includes Christmas Day through the work week that includes New Year’s Day, any due date moves to the Tuesday of the next work week in January. For example, Christmas Day in 2017 was on Monday December 25th and New Year’s Day in 2018 was on Monday January 1.  Any due date that would have fallen on Tuesday December 26th, 2017 through Tuesday January 2, 2018 is automatically moved to Tuesday January 9, 2018. [4:  State of California Holidays are New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Jr. Day, Presidents’ Day, Cesar Chavez Day, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Labor Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, Day after Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day.] 

CPUC Staff intends to implement an automated notification system on the CMPA to create a weekly list for each PA and CPUC Staff that summarizes by project directory all submissions by type and the resulting response date required by each party for that project. It may take a couple months to get this automated notification system in place and it will require each upload or posting to be categorized correctly (i.e., categories that cover project selection, initial project documentation, post install documentation packages, any additional information request or disposition, a full or partial response to additional information request, a comment only, etc.).  
[bookmark: _Toc501105168][bookmark: _Toc514681061]3.0 Correct Categorization of CMPA Uploads
As noted in the previous section, when documents are uploaded or messages are posted to the CMPA directory for a specific project, it will be necessary to have an accurate classification for that item. CPUC Staff envisions this will be done via a pop-up window during the upload process which prompts the user to choose a file category (one of the Section 2 submission types described above).  CPUC Staff will provide a proposed list of categories such as noted above for the menu selection for review and comment by the PAs.  The initial list of categories will be finalized based on follow-on discussions of this proposal.  It is very important that each upload be correctly categorized so that the tracking summary is accurate.
[bookmark: _Toc501105169][bookmark: _Toc514681062]4.0 Initial Selection and Response Upload Timing
Attachment 1 provides an example of the proposed custom projects timeline for CPUC Staff and PAs interactions described below. 
The response time for a PA’s initial project documentation upload is calculated from the simplified date of CPUC Staff notification of project selection described above. Normally, the selection of a project for review occurs upon the CMPA list status being “Ready for Review” or a later status for prospective reviews.  Projects selected with a status point earlier than “Ready for Review” shall not have timing requirements for complete documentation until the status becomes “Ready for Review”.  CPUC Staff may issue, at any time, a prospective disposition affecting projects as described in Section 8 (Prospective Reviews and Dispositions). 
CPUC staff notification to a PA of a project being selected for ex ante review shall follow the timing guidelines set forth in the subsections below:
[bookmark: _Toc514681063]4.1 PA Responds and Uploads to the CMPA the Project Documentation Package Within Three Weeks After Being Notified of Project Selection:
If the PA uploads complete documentation[footnoteRef:5] including all requirements listed on the “Ready for Review” checklist within three weeks, then CPUC Staff shall provide a first response for the project within three weeks of the simplified date of the PA’s complete documentation upload.  If CPUC Staff does not provide a first response within three weeks of the simplified date of the PA’s upload, the project is waived (released) from any CPUC Staff review affecting the ex ante values for the selected project; however, all requirements of Section 6 (Waived Projects) shall apply.   [5:  Note that the clarifying definition of “complete documentation” is a topic of future ex ante custom projects review process improvements discussions and will not be discussed in this document.  At this time, complete documentation will be those project documentation that are required per D.11-07-030 Attachment B and items to be checked off for a project to be indicated as ready for CPUC staff review as described in the list ‘Ready for Review Documents Checklist 2015-12-01 FINAL.xlsx”(both are attached here in Attachment 2). To provide transparency and certainty, CPUC staff will establish a process for future updating and implementation of the ‘complete documentation’ clarifying definition and the ‘Ready for Review Documents Checklist’ to be shared at future ex ante custom projects review process improvements discussions. This living document will be updated to reflect any future updates.] 

[bookmark: _Toc501105171][bookmark: _Toc514681064]4.2 PA Responds and Uploads to the CMPA the Project Documentation Package More Than Three Weeks After Being Notified of Project Selection:
If a PA fails to upload the project documentation package for a selected project within three weeks after being notified of Project selection, then after the PA uploads the project documentation package submission, CPUC Staff shall provide a first response for the project within five weeks of the simplified date of the PA’s complete documentation upload.  Additionally, the PA’s late response will be reflected as a negative on the “Timely Response” Efficiency Savings and Performance Incentive (ESPI) metric for the project.  If CPUC Staff does not provide a first response within five weeks of the simplified date of the PA’s upload, the project is waived from any CPUC Staff review affecting the ex ante values for the selected project, however the PA will continue to upload all documents to the CMPA folder for the project as they become available.  
[bookmark: _Toc501105172][bookmark: _Toc514681065]4.3 PA Failure to Provide Complete Documentation[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Details for this section are not resolved at this time.  CPUC staff attempted to address the PA comments in the revised section.  The PAs suggestions/comments include a) no back and forth; review as it, b) this is what the ESPI scoring is for, c) get rid  of the 5 times requirement but every incomplete project gets extra time.  CPUC staff acknowledges that failure to provide complete documentation will be reflected in the ESPI performance scoring and memo, but we question what will result in motivating the implementers and PAs to provide complete documentation packages for each selected project versus simply uploading an incomplete documentation package to meet a deadline?] 

If a PA project submission is found not to provide all the documentation required on the “Ready for Review” checklist in its initial documentation submittal, then CPUC staff may at its discretion take one or more of the following actions:
· Continue the project review issuing a disposition using the available documents and require the application of a gross and/or net savings adjustment factor to mitigate the added uncertainty due to missing documentation;
· Request the PA provide the missing documentation and restart the response time as if it is a new submission, and require the PA to notify the implementer and customer that the documentation package was incomplete;
· Reject the project and require the PA re-start the project review and approval process by providing the project on a future bi-weekly CMPA list as “Ready for Review”.
If CPUC Staff determines that a PA has provided incomplete documentation uploads more than 5 times in a calendar year by not supplying all the documentation required on the “Ready for Review” checklist in its initial documentation submittal, the PA shall be required to take the following actions:
· PA management will formally address the issue by providing CPUC staff and management with a written 1) explanation of the causes of the problem, 2) the mitigation plan including steps being taken to alleviate the problem, and 3) a timeline for the implementation of the mitigation plan;
· If the incomplete documentation problem has been exhibited for a specific subset of programs, the PA shall 1) undertake a more detailed review of the identified programs project review and approval process to identify the underlying deficiencies that are allowing incomplete submissions, 2) take immediate corrective action to alleviate the problem, 3) require every project in the program pipeline to undergo a documentation review to ensure all project documentation has been obtained and archived for all projects, 4)  consider every new project to be selected for CPUC staff review until the problem is determined by Commission staff to be adequately resolved.
The purpose of this option is to discourage the PA from providing incomplete submissions which lead to requests for additional information that can add significant time to the review process as well as the added expenditure of resources by the customer, any implementer, the PA and review contractors, and CPUC staff and contractors.  
[bookmark: _Toc501105173][bookmark: _Toc514681066]4.4 Complex, Complex and Low Occurrence, or Unique Measures
Some projects include complex measures or complex measures with low frequency of occurrence in the portfolio. The PA or CPUC Staff may designate a selected project as “complex, low occurrence, or unique” and request additional response time by posting a message in the root directory of the project’s CMPA directory.  This designation, by a PA must be made within 3 weeks after the simplified date of CPUC Staff notification of project selection described above by posting a message in the root directory of the project’s CMPA directory. This designation, by CPUC staff must be made within 3 weeks after the simplified date of initial project documentation package submission by the PA described above by posting a message in the root directory of the project’s CMPA directory. Posting of the request will cause the time frames listed above to be doubled. Following such a notification by either party the PA and CPUC staff will, within one week, discuss and agree upon new due date time periods for the project if doubling the default is not adequate for either party.  The PA and CPUC staff will discuss the timeline on the next weekly PA-CPUC staff check-in call (or the following call if the notification occurs in less than 3 days before the next call) and notify the customer and implementer of the new timeline.
[bookmark: _Toc501105174][bookmark: _Toc514681067]5.0 Follow-up Submissions
This section applies to the period after the PA’s initial project documentation upload.  Where follow-up responses are required, each party shall make a reasonable effort to respond within 2 weeks from the simplified date of upload.  Responses normally include: CPUC staff review notification of missing or incomplete documentation; CPUC staff disposition that includes action items, PA upload of post installation documentation. A response may also be required to a PA response to staff disposition action items or notifications. When a party expects that it will not be able to fully respond within 2 weeks, a message must be posted in the root CMPA directory for the project indicating the expected additional time needed (time in number of weeks with a new due date provided) for a response and a reason why it cannot meet the initial due date.  The acknowledging party will respond accordingly with a message in the root CMPA directory for the project.  This process is a courtesy so that each party knows what to expect and can plan their workload accordingly.  The expected response dates should be periodically updated, if needed, at least one week prior to the previously noticed due date for long lead responses. These types of requests are normally only expected for situations such as when additional post installation measurement and verification (M&V) true-up documents are expected to be available for a project or when an ISP study may be required.  
[bookmark: _Toc501105175][bookmark: _Toc514681068]6.0 Waived Projects
CPUC Staff may designate that a project is “waived” from further review at any stage. A project waiver notification from Commission staff may optionally include specific terms of the waiver that shall be treated as disposition requirements.  Also, as described above, if CPUC Staff do not respond to the initial project upload within the specified timeframe, the project is waived by default.  A waiver by default shall not have any additional requirements other than those previously issued that apply to the project or elements of the project.  A waived project may, at the PA’s discretion, proceed through the PA’s normal processes and any subsequent new review direction for the project by CPUC Staff will only be prospective (see Section 8, Prospective Reviews and Dispositions) and thus will not affect that specific project’s ex ante values determined by the PA.  However, the PA is required to follow any direction given via written disposition (including memos posted in the project CMPA directory) for that project prior to the project being waived from further review and follow any other previously issued dispositions or guidance from CPUC staff that specifically covers elements included in the project. The PA is required to continue to upload to the CMPA project directory all project documents as they become available.  CPUC Staff may, at its discretion, review the project documents uploaded after the waiver, including a claim review as outlined in D.11-07-030, Attachment B[footnoteRef:7], to ensure previous dispositions and directions applicable to the project was followed and require or implement changes to meet those requirements moving forward.  [7:  Decision 11-07-030, Attachment B p.B9. “Custom projects that were not reviewed by the Energy Division prior to appearing in a Quarterly claim may be further reviewed for the purpose of gaining new information and prospective improvements to ex ante estimates and planning, but IOU’s will not be held accountable for energy savings adjustments for such reviews for any projects covered by then existing customer agreements or already approved customer applications.”  ] 

[bookmark: _Toc501105176]  
[bookmark: _Toc514681069]7.0 Notification of Project Claims

For all projects selected for review, the PA shall upload to the project CMPA directory a document indicating any project claim ID including the year and quarter in which the project is first included or later updated or augmented in any PA claims filings with the CPUC.
[bookmark: _Toc514681070][bookmark: _Hlk505167229]8.0 Prospective Reviews and Dispositions

CPUC Staff may select any current or past project for a prospective review by notifying the PA.  In such cases the PA will upload the complete project documentation to the CMPA directory designated by CPUC Staff in the same manner and time frame as if the project was selected for ex ante review.  If CPUC Staff provides guidance on any measure described in the project documentation, that guidance shall apply to all similar projects in the PA’s pipeline.  There shall be no time limits on a CPUC staff’s selection of projects for prospective reviews, however, D 15-10-028[footnoteRef:8] prescribes grandfathering of pipeline projects with signed project agreements or project applications within 60 days after the prospective review is posted. Grandfathered pipeline projects will not be impacted by the findings from the prospective review posted on the CMPA. [8:  Reference for D 15-10-028 Section 3.2.3.4, “…we will allow any similar projects with a signed project agreement or project application that occurs within 60 days of the staff disposition that modifies the ex ante value, to utilize the prior ex ante savings estimate for those qualifying projects. In other words, projects with signed project agreement or project application that occur within 60 days will be “grandfathered” and allowed to utilize prior ex ante savings estimates. Note that the customer agreement or application must be a project specific document that includes the project specific savings estimate that has been approved and agreed upon by the PA and accepted by the customer and signed by both party’s on or before the 60-day limit. A participation agreement does not qualify.] 
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2. Commission Decision 11-07-030 Appendix 1 in Attachment B update issued July 17, 2014 per Decision 12-05-015. 
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Action Responsible Party

Proposed Time 

period

Existing process

Proposed Process 

Using the Simplified 

Tuesday-Time Stamp 

Tracking Due Date

Significance if either PA or CPUC staff 

misses the deadline

Comment

1. CPUC Staff notify the PA of a project 

selection from the bi-monthly project 

list. CPUC Staff Clock starts  Monday 3/19/2018  Monday 3/19/2018

If CPUC Staff does not select a project, 

then the project is waived. However, 

CPUC Staff may conduct a prospective 

review.

No change, CPUC Staff will notify the PA 

within 2 weeks of bi-monthly list 

submission due date.

2. PA initial project upload to the CMPA PA 3 weeks Monday 4/2/2018  Tuesday 4/10/2018

If the PA does not upload within 3 weeks 

then CPUC Staff shall provide a first 

response within five weeks of the 

simplified date of the PA’s complete 

documentation upload, and also will be 

reflected in lowing of the ESPI scoring-

timeliness.  If CPUC staff does not 

provide an initial response within the 5 

weeks, the project is waived.

3. CPUC staff to respond to initial project 

submission CPUC Staff 3 weeks

No specific period, 

however D.11-07-030 

specified it could be 

no less than two 

weeks. Tuesday 5/1/2018

If CPUC Staff does not respond within the 

required response time, the project is 

waived, PA continues to upload project 

documents as they become available and 

CPUC Staff may conduct a prospective 

review.

Prospective review effective 60 days after 

posting on the CMPA

Added steps when necessary

4. PA Follow-up submissions if 

necessary.** PA 2 weeks  Monday 5/14/2018  Tuesday 5/15/2018

Lowing PA score for Project delay- ESPI 

scoring-timeliness.

This step only when required. 

PA courtesy notification to CPUC Staff if 

response will exceed 2 weeks. Provide 

estimated response date within the two 

week initial period. 

5. CPUC Staff Follow-up responses if 

necessary.** CPUC Staff 2 weeks

No specific period, 

however D.11-07-030 

specified it could be 

no less than two 

weeks. Tuesday 5/29/2018 Project delay. 

This step only when required. 

CPUC Staff courtesy notification to PA if 

response will exceed 2 weeks. Provide 

estimated response date within two week 

initial period. 

** Repeat steps 4. and 5. as needed
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D.11-07-030 ATTACHMENT B

Custom Project Review Process

Energy Division Process for Review of
Investor Owned Utility Custom Measure Ex Ante Values

Introduction:

This document details how the California Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) will review the ex ante energy savings claims of Investor-Owned
Utilities (IOUs) implementing custom measures or projects in the 2010-2012
Energy Efficiency program cycle.

Custom measures and projects are energy efficiency efforts where the customer
financial incentive and the ex ante energy savings are determined using a site-
specific analysis of the customer’s existing and proposed equipment, and an
agreement is made with the customer to pay the financial incentive upon the
completion and verification of the installation. The efforts are by definition
unique, each with their own characteristics. Parameters that determine estimated
energy savings from a custom measure or project are more variable and less
predictable without a site-specific analysis than the more common deemed
measures for which savings parameters can be predetermined. As such, it is
necessary to establish a clear process by which ex ante energy savings estimates
from custom measures and projects can be reviewed in real-time as such
measures and projects are identified and implemented.

An effective custom measure and project review process balances the needs of
program participants who are investors and beneficiaries, the IOUs who
administer the programs, and ratepayers who provide incentive funding
contingent on adequate oversight of their investment. The process identified
here aims to strike that balance. This review process is intended to be applied
consistently throughout the program cycle; however, clarification may be made
at the discretion of the Assigned Commissioner or Administrative Law Judge.

Chart A of this Attachment includes a graphical schematic depicting the process

outlined in this document. In addition, the principles guiding this process and
supporting resources are defined herein.
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Guiding Principles:
1. Energy savings are the paramount priority of custom measures and projects.

2. The Customer Measure and Project Review Process is intended to allow
Energy Division (ED) to review customer projects in parallel with the IOUs,
thereby allowing for maximum customer convenience and program oversight.

3. When possible and practical custom measure and project calculation
methodologies shall be based upon Database Energy Efficiency Resources
(DEER) methodologies as frozen for 2008 DEER version 2008.2.05 or upon
methodologies documented within the most current Energy Division reviewed
and approved IOU non-DEER deemed workpapers.

4.10Us are responsible for effective record keeping such that calculation tools,
documentation of how those tools were applied to custom measures and
projects, and documentation of custom project ex ante savings calculations are
submitted electronically to the Energy Division.

Supporting Resources:

IOUs are directed to maintain the following supporting resources to enable
timely, effective review of custom measures and projects by the Energy Division
and their consultants.

Calculation Tool! Archive (CTA):

Each IOU shall maintain an archive of all generic tools used in calculating ex ante
values such that they remain accessible to the Energy Division throughout the
program cycle.2 The archive shall contain all versions of all tools used in the
development of ex ante values for custom measures or projects claimed during

1 Tools, in the context of this document, means software, spreadsheets, “hand”
calculation methods with procedure manuals, or any automated methods used for
estimating ex ante values for custom measures or projects.

2 The Utilities must arrange access to any proprietary tools and software used in the
development of ex ante values so that Energy Division can perform the review described
in this document.
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the current program cycle. Project specific tools and processes will be stored in
the Custom Measure and Project Archive described below.

The tool archive shall include:

a. All manuals and user instructions, where applicable. If the
calculation tool is simply a generic spreadsheet, then all cell
formulas and documentation shall be readily accessible from the
tool.

b. A list of technologies, measures or projects for which custom
calculations are performed using the tool.

The Calculation Tool Archive shall be updated by the IOUs on an ongoing basis
during the 2010-2012 program cycle as tools are revised.

Custom Measure and Project Archive (CMPA):

Each IOU shall keep a complete up-to-date electronic archive of all custom
measures and projects. Each project should be added to the Archive as soon as
possible after either identified in the pre-application stage or the date of the
customer’s application to the IOU, whichever is earlier. Each project should be
assigned a unique identifier that shall not be re-used or re-assigned to other
projects.

The IOUs shall provide a summary list of all projects, in pre-application stage
and application stage, in their CMPA. Energy Division will provide the utilities
with the format of the summary list. The summary list shall identify each project
using its unique identifier and provide a link to the detailed files of each project.
The summary list shall also reflect the date of the most recent entry into each
project. The summary list shall include for each project the following (Energy
Division and the IOUs will work out details of the meaning and specifics of each
item below):

e The customer type

e The project type

e Industry Type

e Status (pre-application, application received, application in review,
agreement signed, completed, paid, claimed, etc.)

e For pre-application stage projects, a best guess at probability the project
will become an application (unknown, very low, low, medium, high, very
high; or a percentage probability 0-100% for none to definite) with this
status updated as new information becomes available)
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e Project location (address)

e Utility contact person (Primary IOU review contact and, if appropriate,
primary IOU customer interface contact such as marketing representative)

e (Customer segment

e Equipment or process involved

e General description of the proposed project and its energy saving premise

e Estimated ex ante energy savings

e the target date when a customer agreement is expected to be issued for
customer signature (Agreement Target Date)

The summary list shall be updated at least on the first and third Monday of every
month for the duration of the 2010-2012 program cycle, however, the IOU shall
provide the updated list more often as necessary to provide Energy Division
with information on high priority or fast-tracked applications so as to allow
Energy Division to perform reviews of such projects at its sole discretion. The
IOUs may provide the summary list by program instead of a consolidated list,
should they so desire.

For projects that, within a regular bi-monthly CMPA summary list submission,
are projects for which applications have been newly received or projects that
have moved from the pre-application state into the application state Energy
Division will inform the IOUs of projects which have been selected for review.
Such notification shall be before or by the next regularly scheduled CMPA
summary list submission. Thus Energy Division will have a minimum of
approximately two weeks to decide if a new application measure or project,
either in pre-application or application stage will be subject to review and
included into its review “sample.” An IOU may request that a project review
decision be expedited for high priority or fast tracked projects and Energy
Division will make its best effort to accommodate such requests. If Energy
Division chooses not to review a project an IOU may request such a project be
included in the Energy Division review sample. Energy Division shall consider
such decision change requests but will limit such changes based upon available
resources to ensure adequate coverage of the full cycle portfolio of measures and
projects in its review sample. An IOU request for Energy Division project review
may be accepted, denied or deferred into the Early Opinion process at Energy
Division’s discretion, however, Energy Division shall inform the IOU of its
decision as quickly as possible.
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For each project sampled for a review, the specific types of documents to be
maintained in the CMPA and parameters required to be in the supporting
documentation may vary based on the type of project. Examples of the expected
data elements are listed below.

- Documentation to support Baseline assignment (Code or Standard
requirement, Early Retirement, Retrofit, Replace On Burnout, industry
standard practice, CPUC policy, etc)3

- Existing system controls and operating status description

- Existing system output capacities - current output and
maximum/ design capacity

- Pre-installation inspection report

- Post-installation inspection report

- Proposed modifications with schematic as applicable

- Preliminary savings calculations and supporting data with
documentation to ensure replicability

- Manufacturer’s cut sheets when used to estimate ex ante savings or
when needed to ensure replicability

- Fuel switching considerations and any required analysis per CPUC
policy regarding fuel switching projects (see Energy Efficiency Policy
Manual)

- Other fuel savings and/or load increases resulting from the project

- Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) interactive effects
values and methods used to develop those values, when measures
cause a change in HVAC system loads

- Interactions between multiple measures that act to increase or decrease
savings relative to a measure stand-alone savings estimate

- Pre/post production output data when used in savings calculations
and the source of such records

- Billing history - one-year pre installation, with interval data required
when available; when ex ante estimated values rely upon a per-unit-
production changes based on multi-year production data,
corresponding billing histories are required

3 The baseline parameters used are of primary importance in estimating project
savings. Appendix I of this document provides the guidelines by which Energy
Division will review baseline parameter selection.
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- IOU or implementer program manual (a single archive of these
documents should be referenced rather than including the documents
in each project archive)

- M&V plans, reports and raw data archives, where applicable

- EUL/RUL value, analysis or source

Projects Energy Division selects for review will have their complete
documentation from the IOU CMPA placed into an Energy Division Review
CMPA which, with the Utility Custom Project Summary List, will be housed on
an internet-accessible website that meets reasonable security and legal
requirements. The Energy Division will be responsible to establishing and
maintaining that website.

Custom Measure and Project Review Process:

There are two categories of Energy Division’s Custom Measure and Project
Review Process: general and claims. All reviews are at the Energy Division’s
discretion; however, if an IOUs ex ante values are not reviewed by the Energy
Division, the IOU shall rely on those values in making energy savings claims
before the Commission after adjusting those values using the gross realization
rates as shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Default Custom Measure Gross
Realization Rates
10U kWh kW Therm
PG&E 0.9 0.9 0.9
SCE 0.9 0.9
SDG&E | 0.9 0.9 0.9
SCG 0.9

The General Review will include Energy Division’s oversight of the CTA and
CMPA. Energy Division, at its discretion, will review tools, measures, and
projects, as well as inputs to the tools for selected projects. Energy Division may
choose to provide the IOUs with input on one or more of the tools, measures, or
projects. The tools reviews will be done on a prospective basis. IOUs shall adjust
their subsequent use of the tools to conform to Energy Division input.
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The more specific general project reviews include a close examination of a
selected subset of custom projects.

For all custom applications with ex ante values that are not reviewed by the
Energy Division, the IOU shall apply an adjustment to the gross savings estimate
values using the Default Custom Measure Gross Realization Rates (Table 1)
above when making energy savings claims before the Commission.

Energy Division will conduct general project reviews at three stages of the IOU
custom project process: concurrent and collaborative pre-installation review,
post-installation review, and claim review.

Pre-Installation Review

The objective of the Pre-Installation Review is for Energy Division to perform a
parallel review, with the IOUs, and then for Energy Division to provide to the
IOUs input on the estimated custom measure or project ex ante savings. The Pre-
Installation Review allows Energy Division to supplement the resources and
information available through the CTA and CMPA in making its
recommendations.

The IOUs shall provide the Energy Division the opportunity to participate in any
site visits, pre-installation inspections, customer interviews, pre-installation
M&V, or spot measurements that may occur during this and subsequent phases.
If such events are scheduled by IOUs more than five days in advance, the IOU
shall provide notification to the Energy Division within one business day of
scheduling the event; the Energy Division should be immediately notified for
events scheduled less than five days away. The Energy Division will notify the
IOUs prior to the event if they plan to send a representative.

During the Pre-Installation Review, the Energy Division will coordinate any
Measurement & Verification (M&V) activities on these custom projects with the
IOU. The Energy Division may choose to use the Utilities” or its own contractors,
at Energy Division expense, to perform site inspections or pre-installation M&V.

The Energy Division will provide the IOUs with the results of its Pre-Installation
Review, including recommended ex ante values and documentation to support
its recommendation, at least ten days before the Agreement Target Date
identified by the IOU in the CMPA summary list. However, the IOU shall
provide Energy Division with all CMPA documents in a timely manner such that
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Energy Division has a reasonable ability to meet this timeline. Energy Division
and the IOUs agree to work together to allow timely review of expedited and
high priority project. If the Energy Division affirms the IOU’s estimated ex ante
values or suggests values which would result in greater or lower savings than
the IOU’s estimated ex ante values, then the IOU shall rely on those values when
entering into estimated incentive agreements for the project and shall also rely on
those values for subsequent energy savings claims before the Commission if no
further post-installation adjustments are identified by either the IOUs or Energy
Division, as described below.

Post-Installation Review

The objective of the Post-Installation Review is to provide the Energy Division
with continued opportunity to review and provide input on the accuracy of ex
ante values assumed by the IOU prior to the utility making its final incentive
payment to its customer. The IOU shall allow the Energy Division access to site
visits, post-installation inspections, customer interviews, post-installation M&V,
or spot measurements. IOU and Energy Division notifications for these events
should follow the guidelines described above for Pre-Installation Review. The
IOUs shall continue maintenance of the CTA and CMPA in accordance with the
direction provided above. If the post-installation M&YV inspection results in an
IOU adjustment of savings for projects that were reviewed by Energy Division
during the pre-installation stage, Energy Division shall have the option to review
and approve such adjustments. If, as a result of the post-installation inspection,
the Energy Division affirms the IOU’s estimated ex ante values or suggests values
which would result in greater or lower savings than the IOU’s estimated ex ante
values, then the IOU shall rely on those values for making energy savings claims
before the Commission. Otherwise, no deliverables are due to either IOU or
Energy Division.

IOU Claim Review

The IOU Claim Review allows the Energy Division to conduct a review of energy
savings for custom projects included into the IOU Quarterly Claim# to ensure
that:

4 As a component their energy efficiency portfolio reporting requirements each IOU
will submit a quarterly filing on EEGA which includes details of all measure ex ante
savings values for all individual projects and measures which have been installed prior
to that claim.
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1. appropriate default realization rates were applied to ex ante gross savings
estimates for projects that were not reviewed by the Energy Division;
2. recommendations made by Energy Division for reviewed projects were
accurately reflected in the claim.
The IOU Claim Review shall commence upon the IOU submittal of a quarterly
reporting period claim containing those projects, and end at the later of ninety-
days after that submission or the subsequent IOU quarterly submission. Energy
Division shall notify the IOU of any errors found in their claim review and the
IOU shall comply and revise the claims.

Custom projects that were not reviewed by the Energy Division prior to
appearing in a Quarterly claim may be further reviewed for the purpose of
gaining new information and prospective improvements to ex ante estimates and
planning, but IOU’s will not be held accountable for energy savings adjustments
for such reviews for any projects covered by then existing customer agreements
or already approved customer applications.

Resolution of Disagreements:

1. Should Energy Division and a Utility have a technical disagreement on a
project’s ex ante values, Energy Division and the Ultility shall meet to
discuss and resolve the differences. If the Energy Division recommended
ex ante value is less than a plus/minus 20 percent of the utility estimated ex
ante value, Energy Division and the utility shall split the difference of the
two values. However, this does not apply if the disagreement is where
Energy Division determines that savings will not accrue at all or when a
CPUC policy has not been followed. However, in cases where the
difference is greater than a plus or minus 20 percent, then Energy
Division’s value will be the frozen ex ante value.

To facilitate future communication:

Energy Division and the IOUs shall establish a working group to allow an
ongoing dialog on the custom measure and project review process. This working
group will provide a forum for all parties to exchange information on their
current activities and future plan and to discuss and resolve problems and issues
with the process outlined in this document. The working group will also provide
a forum for Energy Division to inform the IOUs on issues arising in its custom
measure ex ante estimation review process. These issues may include items such
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as baseline definitions, net versus gross savings definitions and other items as
any party deems necessary. Energy Division will maintain a public archive
database of summary of issues identified in its custom applications and projects
reviews, and the Energy Division dispositions of those issues. Customer specific
data and information will be removed from the Energy Division summary of
issues and dispositions.

At any time during their development of ex ante estimates for a specific custom
measure or project the Utilities may submit to Energy Division a request for an
early Energy Division review or opinion on a specific issue. This process has
been established by Energy Division issuance of the “Custom Measure Early
Opinion Process” document posted as “Custom Measure Early Energy Division
Opinion Process v2.docx” on basecamp 9/30/2010 in the “Early Opinion
Shared” project area. Energy Division shall respond to that request in as
expeditious a manner as possible to provide the IOUs with guidance and to
allow the Utilities to complete their ex ante estimates in a timely manner.
However, this type of early guidance shall not limit or constrain any later Energy
Division review of ex ante claims submitted by the Ultilities.
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Energy Division Methodology for Determination
of Baseline for Gross Savings Estimate?!

Baseline If Early Replacement using Insitu
Determination Baseline is a consideration

No

Replaced Equipment in-service
with acceptable operation and
meets current needs

Preponderance of Evidence
on Replacement Motivation

Replace on Burnout

or Natural Turnover Program Induced Early Retirement

v

Estimate RUL from Evidence and DEER

N N/
cRegl.ll!atlonstg:Sc Baseline 2 Baseline 1
ompliance or
. . RUL +1 to EUL Year 1 to RUL
Yes Policy Applies °

Use Baseline that
Meets Regulations/
Code and CPUC
Policy

No

CPUC Policy

Requirement?

Minimum
Production/fService
Requirement?

Minimum
Yes

Production/Service
Requirement?
No
Use Industry Standard . Use Industry Standard Use Baseline per
Us: Izdustr\t Baseline that Meets the Use Insitu Baseline that Meets the CPUC Policy
Standar: Plr.actlce Production/Service qu-llpl'l'l?m as Production/Service requirement
as Baseline Requirement Baseline Requirement

1 D.12-05-015 at 347 states “We direct Staff to update and distribute to the service list of this proceeding
Appendix 1 of Attachment B to D.11-07-030, to incorporate clarifications provided here regarding baseline
for gross savings estimates, and to indicate that a preponderance of evidence on the motivation for
equipment replacement shall be utilized to determine which of the two baseline alternatives is applied for
all gross savings estimates.” Changed or added text from original is highlighted in red. Above diagram has
been updated and replaces the original.
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Review of Baseline for Gross Savings Estimates

The estimation of ex ante saving values requires the selection of a baseline performance
for every project. The baseline selection and specific baseline parameters are of primary
importance to establishing the ex ante savings estimates. The baseline parameters are
selected by establishing the project category from the possible alternatives including New
Construction or Major Renovations including New Load or Capacity Expansion, program
induced Early Retirement, Standard Retrofit or Normal/Natural Replacement/Turnover,
and Replace On Burnout. These alternative categories result in the utilization of
alternative baseline parameters set by Code or Standard requirements, industry standard
practice, CPUC policy, or other considerations. In the review of 10U projects Energy
Division will follow the guidelines as presented here in establishing the baseline for all
gross savings estimates.

Notes to above flowchart

Pre-existing equipment? baselines are only used in cases where the preponderance
of evidence indicates the program has induced the replacement rather than merely
caused an increase in efficiency in a replacement that would have occurred in the
absence of the program. This preponderance is based on the more convincing
evidence and its probable truth or accuracy, and not on the amount of evidence.
Commission Staff should use its ex ante review process to establish guidelines on
how to evaluate and weigh different types of evidence for the determination of the
appropriate baseline alternative.?

Pre-existing equipment baselines are only used for the portion of the remaining useful
life (RUL) of the pre-existing equipment that was eliminated due to the program.
These early or accelerated retirement cases may require the use of a “dual baseline”
analysis that utilizes the pre-existing equipment baseline during an initial RUL period
and a code requirement/industry standard practice baseline for the balance of the EUL
of the new equipment.

e A pre-existing equipment baseline is used as the gross baseline only when
there is preponderance of evidence that the pre-existing equipment has a
remaining useful life and that the program activity induced or accelerated the
equipment replacement. This baseline can only apply for the RUL of the pre-
existing equipment.

e A code requirements or industry standard practice baseline is used for replace-
on-burnout, natural turnover and new construction (including major
rehabilitation projects) situations. This baseline applies for the entire EUL as
well as the RUL+1 through EUL period of program induced early retirement
of pre-existing equipment cases (the second period of the dual baseline case.)

CPUC policy rules and 10U program eligibility rules govern the baseline

2 Here the term equipment is intended to cover all technology cases including envelope components,
HVAC components and process equipment and may also include configuration and controls options.
% D.12-05-015 at 347
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A careful review of utility and third-party program and CPUC policy rules must be
undertaken and adjustments applied to gross savings in some cases. Adjustments are
indicated for gross when there was clear evidence from program or policy rules that
savings claims could not be made nor rebates paid for the baseline in question.
Program rules come into play with respect to gross baseline requirements, for
example, when those rules specify:

e aminimum required efficiency level;

e aminimum percentage improvement above applicable minimum code

requirement;

e aminimum RUL of the existing equipment;

e the type or range of retrofits that are allowed be included in a program.
CPUC policy may apply to establishing gross baseline when Policy Manual Rules, a
CPUC Decision or a decision maker Ruling includes special requirements or
consideration for the situation or technologies of a measure. For example, projects or
sites that involve fuel switching, co-generation or renewable technologies are usually
subject to special baseline considerations (or other considerations) that must be
considered in the savings estimates.

Minimum production level or service requirements govern the baseline

In some situations, a measure for which savings might be claimed could be
determined to be the only acceptable equipment for an application. In such cases,
the baseline must be set at the minimum needed to meet the requirements, which
may be the same as the equipment planned for installation. An example would be
an industrial process where only a variable-speed drive pumping system could
meet the production requirements. For situations where the baseline conditions or
requirements were changed (such as production level changes), the baseline
equipment is defined as the minimum equipment needed to meet the revised
conditions. If the pre-existing equipment is not capable of reliably meeting the
new requirement (such as production change) for its remaining life, then a new
equipment baseline must be established utilizing either minimum code
requirement or industry standard practice equipment, whichever is applicable.

Industry standard practice baselines are established to reflect typical actions absent
the program

Industry standard practice baselines establish typically adopted industry-specific
efficiency levels that would be expected to be utilized absent the program.
Standard practice determination must be supported by recent studies or market
research that reflects current market activity. Typically market studies should be
less than five years old; however this guideline is dependent on the rate of change
in the market of interest relative to the equipment in question. For example, the
lighting markets may change significantly in the next two years while larger
process equipment markets might change more slowly. Regulatory changes might
cause very rapid market practice shifts and must also be considered. For example,
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forthcoming changes in Federal Standards relating to linear fluorescent lighting
system and components will likely result in rapid market shifts of equipment use.

-B13 updated-






image3.emf
D1107030Attachmen tBAppendix1_Update_130927b.pdf


D1107030AttachmentBAppendix1_Update_130927b.pdf
Attachment B Appendix | of D.11-07-030 as Updated per D.12-05-015

Energy Division Methodology for Determination
of Baseline for Gross Savings Estimate?!
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1 D.12-05-015 at 347 states “We direct Staff to update and distribute to the service list of this proceeding
Appendix 1 of Attachment B to D.11-07-030, to incorporate clarifications provided here regarding baseline
for gross savings estimates, and to indicate that a preponderance of evidence on the motivation for
equipment replacement shall be utilized to determine which of the two baseline alternatives is applied for
all gross savings estimates.” Changed or added text from original is highlighted in red. Above diagram has
been updated and replaces the original.
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Review of Baseline for Gross Savings Estimates

The estimation of ex ante saving values requires the selection of a baseline performance
for every project. The baseline selection and specific baseline parameters are of primary
importance to establishing the ex ante savings estimates. The baseline parameters are
selected by establishing the project category from the possible alternatives including New
Construction or Major Renovations including New Load or Capacity Expansion, program
induced Early Retirement, Standard Retrofit or Normal/Natural Replacement/Turnover,
and Replace On Burnout. These alternative categories result in the utilization of
alternative baseline parameters set by Code or Standard requirements, industry standard
practice, CPUC policy, or other considerations. In the review of 10U projects Energy
Division will follow the guidelines as presented here in establishing the baseline for all
gross savings estimates.

Notes to above flowchart

Pre-existing equipment? baselines are only used in cases where the preponderance
of evidence indicates the program has induced the replacement rather than merely
caused an increase in efficiency in a replacement that would have occurred in the
absence of the program. This preponderance is based on the more convincing
evidence and its probable truth or accuracy, and not on the amount of evidence.
Commission Staff should use its ex ante review process to establish guidelines on
how to evaluate and weigh different types of evidence for the determination of the
appropriate baseline alternative.?

Pre-existing equipment baselines are only used for the portion of the remaining useful
life (RUL) of the pre-existing equipment that was eliminated due to the program.
These early or accelerated retirement cases may require the use of a “dual baseline”
analysis that utilizes the pre-existing equipment baseline during an initial RUL period
and a code requirement/industry standard practice baseline for the balance of the EUL
of the new equipment.

e A pre-existing equipment baseline is used as the gross baseline only when
there is preponderance of evidence that the pre-existing equipment has a
remaining useful life and that the program activity induced or accelerated the
equipment replacement. This baseline can only apply for the RUL of the pre-
existing equipment.

e A code requirements or industry standard practice baseline is used for replace-
on-burnout, natural turnover and new construction (including major
rehabilitation projects) situations. This baseline applies for the entire EUL as
well as the RUL+1 through EUL period of program induced early retirement
of pre-existing equipment cases (the second period of the dual baseline case.)

CPUC policy rules and 10U program eligibility rules govern the baseline

2 Here the term equipment is intended to cover all technology cases including envelope components,
HVAC components and process equipment and may also include configuration and controls options.
% D.12-05-015 at 347
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A careful review of utility and third-party program and CPUC policy rules must be
undertaken and adjustments applied to gross savings in some cases. Adjustments are
indicated for gross when there was clear evidence from program or policy rules that
savings claims could not be made nor rebates paid for the baseline in question.
Program rules come into play with respect to gross baseline requirements, for
example, when those rules specify:

e aminimum required efficiency level;

e aminimum percentage improvement above applicable minimum code

requirement;

e aminimum RUL of the existing equipment;

e the type or range of retrofits that are allowed be included in a program.
CPUC policy may apply to establishing gross baseline when Policy Manual Rules, a
CPUC Decision or a decision maker Ruling includes special requirements or
consideration for the situation or technologies of a measure. For example, projects or
sites that involve fuel switching, co-generation or renewable technologies are usually
subject to special baseline considerations (or other considerations) that must be
considered in the savings estimates.

Minimum production level or service requirements govern the baseline

In some situations, a measure for which savings might be claimed could be
determined to be the only acceptable equipment for an application. In such cases,
the baseline must be set at the minimum needed to meet the requirements, which
may be the same as the equipment planned for installation. An example would be
an industrial process where only a variable-speed drive pumping system could
meet the production requirements. For situations where the baseline conditions or
requirements were changed (such as production level changes), the baseline
equipment is defined as the minimum equipment needed to meet the revised
conditions. If the pre-existing equipment is not capable of reliably meeting the
new requirement (such as production change) for its remaining life, then a new
equipment baseline must be established utilizing either minimum code
requirement or industry standard practice equipment, whichever is applicable.

Industry standard practice baselines are established to reflect typical actions absent
the program

Industry standard practice baselines establish typically adopted industry-specific
efficiency levels that would be expected to be utilized absent the program.
Standard practice determination must be supported by recent studies or market
research that reflects current market activity. Typically market studies should be
less than five years old; however this guideline is dependent on the rate of change
in the market of interest relative to the equipment in question. For example, the
lighting markets may change significantly in the next two years while larger
process equipment markets might change more slowly. Regulatory changes might
cause very rapid market practice shifts and must also be considered. For example,
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forthcoming changes in Federal Standards relating to linear fluorescent lighting
system and components will likely result in rapid market shifts of equipment use.
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Ready for CPUC Review Checklist 2015-12-01 FINAL.xlsx
Checklist

		Ready for CPUC  Review Checklist

		Version 01, 12/1/2015



										Program Administrator:

										PA Application Number:

										Project Number (implementer project number if different than PA Application Number):

										Name of the firm preparing the checklist 

										Staff member/reviewer name who prepared the application checklist:

										Date prepared :

				This checklist must be completed for every project with the status "Ready for CPUC Staff Selection = yes" on the Bi-Monthly Submission template.. 

				Fields highlighted in blue must be indicated "Yes" or "NA"; or the project is not ready for CPUC review

						Blacked out fields are unacceptable responses.

				Yes		No		NA		Field		Comments (mandatory if proposed response is in a blacked out field)

										Have all of the fields on the bi-monthly submission list marked with ** been completed?

										Is a customer signed, dated, (and PA countersigned, if applicable)  copy of the Program application provided?

										Has equipment been ordered by the Customer?

										Has project construction commenced?

										Has an incentive agreement been executed between the customer and the PA?

										Is the PA technical review included in the documentation? If not yes, provide in comment section date is expected to be provided*

										Has the PA technical review been Quality Control (QC) reviewed?

										Is a concise description of the facility operations included?

										Is the project scope complete, well defined and clear for a reviewer to understand?  

										   - Are existing/baseline equipment operation/operation parameters/mode of control well described & documented? 

										   - Are proposed measures' operation/operation parameters/mode of control well described & documented? 

										   - Are there adjacent or related equipment/phased projects (predecessor or future) that could impact this project? 

										   - If applicable, are  adjacent or related equipment/phased projects  addressed succinctly in the documentation?

										If using non-DEER operating hours, is valid justification provided - logged data or EMS schedule - for the annual operating hours?**

										Is the energy savings premise of the measure(s) succinctly described?

										Is the calculation methodology documented clearly and concisely, in a written format?

										Are there any Show Stopper issues? Refer to the Showstopper Tab (Describe issues in the "comments section" below)

										Is the application in the "right" program?

										Does each measure meet the program rules?  

										Is the proposed measure(s) eligible for an energy efficiency incentive?  

										Does the measure(s) constitute an energy efficient action (a valid EE measure)?  

										Does the documentation identify and explain any like-for-like equipment replacements? 

										Are there any grid-impact-related boundary issues with the project, such as the case for a capacity expansion where customer is offering a new product which was previously manufactured/processed by another entity within CA (IOU or non-IOU service territory)?  For cases like this the project boundary needs to be re-configured (beyond the customer premise) and in situ EE levels must be considered, compared and contrasted.  Note:  There must be a valid savings proposition and a demonstrated impact on the grid/system.  Must clearly identify the electricity or gas savings (or penalties) and the parties they accrue to.

										If yes to above, does the documentation explain the EE process improvement over the previous entity's processes.

										Does the project have any fuel switching implications?  

										If yes to above, is a three-prong test included in the documentation; with clearly documented source Btu (Btu/kWh generated).

										Is there recent or previous guidance/policy from CPUC Staff that will impact the project?

										NTG Screen: Does the documentation address what (besides EE) are other key issues driving the decision for the proposed project?

										Has the PA performed a "free ridership" assessment and are the documented results included in the submitted documentation?

										Does the documentation provide evidence of Program influence?

										Project Baseline Type 

										Is the measure type  (ROB, NR, ER, New, REA),  defined for each measure with supporting documentation included?

										Does the documented measure baseline match the measure type (ROB, NR, ER, New, REA)?

										Is the baseline designation clearly identified as ISP or code compliant, with supporting documentation?

										Is the baseline equipment selection "regressive"?

										For ER projects, is the second period baseline (EUL - RUL period) defined and documented?

										For ER projects, has the "Preponderance of Evidence" guidance document been followed, and supporting is documentation included.

										Project Baseline Source - Code, ISP or Pre-existing?

										Is baseline well defined?  In situ, Code (Title 24, Title 20, OSHA, AQMD, etc.), Ind. Std. (ISP study, other sources).

										  - Does the documented project baseline match the project type? (Existing for ER, ISP/Code for all other project types)

										  - Is the proposed measure baseline documented? (e.g. Section of applicable T-24 citation or ISP assessment)

										Is  an ISP assessment required for this project?

										Has ISP been considered?  Check ISP list and the ISP Guidance Document. Provide supporting documentation.

										Have codes, standards and regulatory requirements of the existing equipment and proposed equipment (as if installed today) been considered and documented?  (Measures must exceed code or ISP to be eligible for program participation.)

										EUL (Effective Useful Life) - What is EUL for each measure? See RUL/EUL Guidance Document when available.

										Is the EUL (Effective Useful Life) for each measure being installed specified?

										Is the basis (or source) for each EUL(s) specified?

										Is any EUL less than five years?

										RUL (Early retirement projects only) - What is the RUL (Remaining Useful Life) for each measure?

										Does the documentation follow the most recent CPUC Guidance document for Early replacement projects? Available Here: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Energy+Efficiency/Ex+Ante+Review+Custom+Process+Guidance+Documents.htm

										  - Does the documentation provide compelling evidence that the program induced ER of pre-existing  equipment? 

										  - Does the documentation provide pre-existing equipment vintage & condition, maintenance practice & schedule, etc.?

										  - Does the documentation provide the RUL for the pre-existing equipment? 

										  - Does the documentation provide  support for the RUL of pre-existing equipment?

										  - Are both 1st and 2nd baselines stated and explained?  Savings calculated for both?

										Project Cost Basis (See Cost Basis Guidance Document when available)

										Are the itemized invoice(s) and/or cost document(s) included?

										If applicable does the documentation provide IMC (incremental measure cost)?  Show how the  IMC was calculated?

										Is the project cost (FMC and/or IMC) limited to the EE measure(s) only?

										Calculations  Tool Review

										Are "Live" Calcs provided?

										Are input and output calculation files provided (simulation software)?

										Did you calibrate the energy model with the monthly utility bill usage?  Is the correct weather file used?

										For lighting projects only: Correct HOU? CDF and IE calculations included?

										Pre- or Post- Installation M&V Plan

										Is M&V proposed by the implementer or required by the PA? 

										If M&V is Proposed or required, is a concise and comprehensive M&V plan included in the documentation?

										Are the raw data files from data logging included, if applicable? 

										Are M&V measure parameters specified?

										Are M&V period and duration specified?

										Other Key Issues

										Does the customer have cogeneration? Renewable energy? Other non-utility generation? 
 If Yes - is cogen system explained and grid impact calculation completed?

										 Has the PA confirmed that the customer pays PPP charges?  

										If the customer has cogen or self-gen, does the analysis follow the "Energy Efficiency Savings at Sites with non-IOU Fuel Sources Guidance Document"?

										PA Reviewer Comments and Clarifications: 















										Additional Notes:











				Req'd Input area by Technical Reviewer.



										Measure Type						1st BL Measure Cost		2nd BL Measure Cost

										ER (Early Replacement) With evidence of program inducement						FMC		IMC

										ROB/NR (Replace on Burnout/Normal Replacement)						IMC		NA

										New (New Construction/Major Renovation/New Load/Capacity Expansion)						IMC		NA

										REA (Retrofit Add-on)						FMC		NA

										IMC = Incremental Measure Cost

										FMC = Full Measure Cost



								*		CPUC Staff will not issue a disposition until all required materials have been provided and reviewed by the PA.

										The CPUC Staff review period does not begin until all required materials have been submitted.

								**		Use of non DEER hours is only allowed for buildings that do not fall into DEER building classifications.






