MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 7, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for PG&E 358:  CEMS – Lighting and HVAC

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 358

Program and PY:  Commercial Energy Management Services Program:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Lighting and HVAC

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s  1996 Commercial Energy Management Services Program”

3. Type of Study:  1st Year Load Impact Study                

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

4. Applicable Protocols: Tables 5, 6, 7, and C-11

Study Completion:  March 1, 1998 
Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:   None

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts
:
Practices and measures combined: Peak: 11,939 kW ( 1.1808 kW per DU; no gross realization rate possible
)  Energy 79,864,550 kWh (7149.7 kWh per unit;  no gross realization rate).

 Therms: -5,372,440
 Therms (-531.24 Therms per DU; no gross realization rate).

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Practices and measures combined:  Peak: 8,349 kW (0.8256 kW per DU; 1.61 realization rate)  Energy: 54,017,903 kWh (4967.68 kWh per DU; 2.05 realization rate)  Therms: - 1,496,549 Therms (-147.98 Therms per DU; - 2.98 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak,  Energy, and Therms:
0.69

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is in careful conformity with the Protocols, except for using self-report NTG methods when a comparison group was available. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: The results appear to be acceptable representation of the estimated impacts of the program.

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the Study as adequate ex post measurement for purposes of this Performance Adder program. 

OVERVIEW

The Commercial Energy Management Services Program is a Performance Adder program for purposes of shareholder incentives.  As such, the actual ex post evaluation results from the first year load impact study do not impact the shareholder incentive.  This Study captures the effect of five different approaches to delivering audit services to the Commercial Sector customers.  One of them was a pilot program, not included in the first earnings claim filing – CustomNet.  The per DU results do not apply to these very large CustomNet customers.

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts:
Practices and measures combined: Peak: 11,939 kW ( 1.1808 kW per DU; no gross realization rate possible)  Energy 79,864,550 kWh (7149.7 kWh per unit;  no gross realization rate). 

Therms: -5,372,440 Therms (-531.24 Therms per DU; no gross realization rate).

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Practices and measures combined:  Peak: 8,349 kW (0.8256 kW per DU; 1.61 realization rate)  Energy: 54,017,903 kWh (4967.68 kWh per DU; 2.05 realization rate) 

Therms: - 1,496,549 Therms (-147.98 Therms per DU; - 2.98 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak,  Energy and Therms
0.69

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts from multiple sources.  Estimates of hours of operation and coincidence factors from previous CEEI evaluations, actual recommendations made by the field personnel as documented in program records, and participant and nonparticipant self-reports of actions taken were all used.  Participants were matched with CEEI participation records to make sure the audit program evaluation did not double-count actions paid for under the rebate programs.  The telephone surveys were completed with 903 participants and 462 nonparticipants.  Statistically Adjusted Engineering models (SAE), or Load Impact Regression Models (LIRMs) were used to adjust engineering expectations to the actual billing records of participants and nonparticipants  who reported taking actions to become more energy efficient.

The survey results indicated a great deal more customers took action as a result of the audits, but without rebates, than had been anticipated.  The high net-to-gross among those participants was consistent with the need of small commercial customers for the “information” of the program.  CEEI programs targeted large customers with incentives, and large customers in the EMS program did relatively less on their own than the small customers and were more likely to be free-riders for the audit program when they did take action – that is they already were knowledgeable and motivated.

The NTG ratio was computed based on the self-reported motivations of the participants who took action after the audit services were provided.

Evaluation Issues:

This is a very strong load impact study in terms of its gross load impact analysis.  It uses many good sources of data and far more sample points than are needed to simply comply with the Protocols.  Multiple steps were taken to ensure compliance with the Protocols and getting an unbiased estimate of gross program impacts.

The issue with the Protocols is the approach to the NTG.  Self-report is not explicitly permitted in Table 7.E, and no retroactive waiver was sought.  The Study is otherwise exceptional for a Performance Adder program evaluation.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:   The study is in careful conformity with the Protocols, except for using self-report NTG methods when a comparison group was available.
Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are very well documented.

RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation is to accept the Study as presented as adequate measurement for ex post measurement of a Performance Adder program.

� Total load impacts are provided to increase available information.  Average load impacts are equivalent to the per DU load impacts.  Table 6 also provides a lot of additional detail, including load impacts by lighting, HVAC, and measures and practices for each.  


� No gross realization rate is possible, because the Company did not file ex ante gross load impact expectations, only net.


� The ex ante net impact estimates failed to account for the gas space heating interaction with the more efficient lighting, making the gas impacts negative – instead of positive gas HVAC load impacts, three times as much negative net impact occurred as positive load impacts had been predicted.
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