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PG&E - Study Ids 395a, 395b, 395c 


1995 Power Savings Partners Program:  Commercial Sector, Industrial Sector, Residential Sector


Introduction and Executive Summary


This verification report addresses Study Ids 395a, 395b, and 395c, submitted by the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”), entitled “1995 Power Savings Partners Program:  Commercial Sector, Industrial Sector, Residential Sector”, dated March 1, 1997 (“Study”).  The studies address 1995 PSP program savings.  The studies appear to have been prepared by PG&E staff, and are presented in a single report.


Program Studied


The Power Savings Partners (PSP) program is a DSM bidding pilot program whereby winning bidders (“Partners”) implement DSM measures, and are paid on a pay-for-performance basis over a 10 year contract life.  Payments are based on projected or estimated savings, and modified as necessary after reconciliation with actual performance.  


Measurement and verification (“M&V”) activities are performed by the Partners, using reporting, measurement and evaluation procedures detailed in a special PSP Measurement and Verification Procedures Manual (“Manual”).  This manual adapts, as necessary, the conventional M&E protocols to the specific requirements of the PSP program.  


The program involves 10 sites, and seven Partners relationships.  Projects involve Commercial Lighting, Industrial Process, and Residential Lighting sectors.  Commercial Lighting is the largest by far, with 90.2 percent of measured kWh savings, and 91.1 percent of kW.


Methodologies


The basic measurement  methodology of the Study is before- and after load and demand measurement, using surveys of measure counts and short-term or continuous metering to verify loads, operating hours, etc. on a sampled basis.  There are no control groups, and no billing analysis is performed, although both are permitted under the M&V procedures for the PSP program.  Realization rates are calculated after incorporating the results of the metering samples. 


Summary of Findings


The role of ECONorthwest in verifying this Study is somewhat different from the conventional verification effort since the Partners perform verification efforts which are reviewed by PG&E or its consultants.  In essence, therefore, the Study documents PG&E’s oversight process as well as reporting the results calculated by each of the Partners.  Additionally, the procedures involved in the verification process are specific to the PSP program, instead of the conventional Protocol procedures.


Overall, the verification by ECONorthwest supports the findings presented by PG&E in the Study.  Specifically, realization rates of 0.89 and 0.98, respectively, were obtained for kW and kWh savings, with relatively low variation:


The lowest realization rate (0.88) was obtained for Commercial Lighting kW.


The highest realization rate (1.04) was obtained for Residential Lighting kW.


From an AEAP verification standpoint, the following are the most significant points to report:


The measurement and verification efforts by the Partners appear to have followed generally the special protocols. PG&E’s review efforts were conducted in good faith, and motivated by the pay-for-performance structure of the PSP program.


There was not extensive oversight by PG&E or its consultants of the raw data provided by the Partners.  In general, for example, most of the logger data was either accepted at  face value, or only cursorily checked, usually in a statistically non-representative way.


Some of the metering sampling exercises conducted by the Partners were not well optimized, and likely produce imprecise findings.  Schiller Associates, for example, in its review of the Proven Alternatives program concludes that the number of sampled locations does not match well the variances for the individual usage groups (i.e. conference rooms, garages, etc.).


There was one lapse relating to the failure to retain, in verifiable form, certain metering data.  This related to an unfortunate metering technology choice, and likely is inconsequential.


Despite these issues, because of the consistency of the findings across sites, and the verification efforts that were undertaken, the aggregate findings likely are reasonably accurate indications of the performance of this program.


Recommendation to DRA


ECONorthwest recommends that DRA accept, as presented, the realization rate estimates presented by PG&E in Table 1-1, Page 2, of the Study.





Data and Documentation Quality


The data and documentation provided with the Study were acceptable.  The Study was received by ECONorthwest in a timely fashion.


Data


All data summarizing the verification efforts of the Partners and the calculations made by PG&E and/or its consultants were presented in hardcopy with the Study.  No data in electronic form of these calculations were provided with the Study. However, the most meaningful data is  the raw logger and other information relating to the Partner verification efforts, and that is not provided in any form.  


Thus, ECONorthwest’s verification focuses entirely on review of the procedures followed by PG&E and its consultants, and not on the underlying raw data analysis, most of which is not presented except in summary form. Since most of the former analysis was simple, spreadsheet-level calculations (and all of the tabulations were presented in hardcopy), the lack of electronic data is not a great handicap, and ECONorthwest did not request electronic copies. 


Documentation 


The report was well organized and provides most of the key tabulated data.  The issues of documentation encountered were as follows:


The documentation states that billing analysis was an allowed evaluation methodology for variable load projects, and thus leaves the reader with the impression that such analysis might have been conducted.  (See page 5 of the Study.)  In fact, no billing analyses were conducted.  The Executive Summary of the Study could have more clearly distinguished between generic methodologies, and those actual reported.


Because of the strict reporting requirements imposed on the Partners, the summary data provided by each partner is in fairly consistent, easy-to-follow form.  However, the review of those reports is spotty; occasionally, PG&E or its consultants appear to have written moderately detailed memoranda (and those are attached).  In other cases, it is not at all clear what kind of review, if any, was performed.





Replication and Analysis


Replication efforts in this study were confined to confirming claimed savings totals, spot checking of installation and metering data, and review of memoranda between PG&E and its Partners, and its consultants.


Review of Dataflow and Analytic Approach(es)


In the Partners program, the responsibility for installation of appropriate DSM measures, and performing the appropriate measurement and evaluation efforts is the responsibility of the Partners.  PG&E staff, or its consultants, then reviewed these activities.  


None of the analytic exercises associated with these efforts were able to be directly replicated by ECONorthwest.  The main analytic exercise reported in the Study is the adjustment of pre-installation operating assumptions  using the results of metering sampling.  The Study contains tables showing the inventory of individual, installed measures, and summaries of the findings of the post installation analyses, but no analytic spreadsheets or computer programs.  Although the data on individual measures is fairly complete, it is not possible to replicate the analysis of logger samples, since the logger data files are not included.  The review of these data files was performed for PG&E by consultants (Schiller Associates is the only consultant whose analysis is presented in the Study).


In general, the measurement and verification efforts by the Partners appear to have followed the special protocols established for the Partners program.  However, review of Partners’ efforts was somewhat spotty.   Most of the logger data was either accepted at  face value, or only cursorily checked, usually by checking the logger files from only one site per Partner.  In addition, the review of Partners’ metering sampling suggests that the sampling was not well optimized.  Specifically, it appears that metering was not well placed to match the size and variability of the loads being metered.  As a consequence, the sampling results (and the corrections made to hours of operation and other factors modified as a result of the sampling), are statistically less reliable that would be desirable.  


In other cases, the Partners implemented metering strategies that did not permit capture of the metering data for subsequent analysis.  There was at least one such lapse relating to the failure to retain, in verifiable form, certain metering data because of the choice of a non-recording metering technology.


Total savings estimates and realization rates reported in the Study were confirmed from the data provided for each of the individual Partners.  However, each of the individual reports essentially must be taken on face value.


Modifications to Database and Analytical Procedures


No modifications to either database quantities or analytic procedures was, or could be, made.


Recommended Changes to Filing Parameters


No changes to filing parameters are recommended.  PG&E’s efforts in this program appear to have been performed in basic compliance with the special protocols.  There are shortcomings apparent in the metering sample exercises of the Partners, and the representatives of the review performed by PG&E and its consultants.  It is recommended that any future evaluations of this program include improvements in the following areas:


Statistical robustness of metering sampling


Thoroughness and representativeness of Partner reviews


Availability of raw data for subsequent verification and review.


�
Appendix


Appendix A








Comments :


Re: ORA's request #19- Studies 395 a,b,c


Hi Randy:


According to Jim Flanagan (PSP Project Manager), all PSP savings impacts for  1995 are based on metering data alone. 1996 marks the first year with savings  estimates based on billing analysis.


If you have any further questions, please contact Jim Flanagan at (415)  973-3074. His internet ID is JAFa@pge.com.





Lisa 


(415)973-4376


------------------------[ Original Message ]--------------------


To		: SMTP@GO50@Servers[<pozdena@portland.econw.com>]


Cc		: internet@pge@com[faulk@portland.econw.com],Jim A Flanagan@CEM@BCS


From		: LKL1@RRQ@FAR


Date		: Monday, May 19, 1997 at 1:44:09 pm PDT


Hi Randy,


I am checking with the PSP Program Manager (Jim Flanagan) on your question.  Will get back to you as soon as I hear from him. Please refer this request as ORA's request #19. 


Thanks.


Lisa


----------------------[Reply - Original Message]----------------------


 Hi Lisa:


I am doing verification work on studies 395a,b,c.  This is proving mostly  to be selective checking of the sampling and other spreadsheet exercises  reported by the Partners for the Type A and Type B studies.  However, in  the body of the brief main report (p. 5), there is the suggestion that,  for Type C studies, there was some possibility that billing analysis  could have been done.  I do not see any reports of billing analysis.  Is it the case that everything was done by metering? 


Randy


=====================================================================


--------------------------


Received: from pgefw01.pge.com (130.19.4.12) by portland.econw.com


 with SMTP (Apple Internet Mail Server 1.1.1); Mon, 19 May 1997 15:45:54 -0800


Received: from pgefw01.pge.com (daemon@localhost) by pgefw01.pge.com (8.7.2/8.7.2) with ESMTP id PAA25021 for <faulk@portland.econw.com>; Mon, 19 May 1997 15:39:14 -0700 (PDT)


Resent-From: LKL1%RRQ%FAR@go50.comp.pge.com


Received: from dns01.pge.com (dns01.comp.pge.com [130.19.252.21]) by pgefw01.pge.com (8.7.2/8.7.2) with SMTP id PAA25017 for <faulk@portland.econw.com>; Mon, 19 May 1997 15:39:13 -0700 (PDT)


Received: from go50.comp.pge.com by dns01.pge.com (4.1/SMI-4.1) id AA07799; Mon, 19 May 97 15:38:22 PDT Date: Mon, 19 May 97 15:38:22 PDT


Message-Id: <9705192238.AA07799@dns01.pge.com>


Received: by go50.comp.pge.com; Mon, 19 May 97 15:39:14 PDT


Resent-Date: Mon, 19 May 97 15:39:10 PDT


Resent-Message-Id: <vines.n7g8+BOBUna@go50.comp.pge.com>


X-Priority: 3 (Normal)


To: <pozdena@portland.econw.com>


Cc: <faulk@portland.econw.com>


From: <LKL1%RRQ%FAR@go50.comp.pge.com>


Subject: FYI: Study 395
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