MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 7, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for PG&E 359:  IEMS – Lighting, HVAC, and Process End-Uses

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 359

Program and PY:  Industrial Energy Management Services Program:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Lighting, HVAC, and Process

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s  1996 Industrial 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:

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts
:
Measures and Practices Combined: Peak: 1.656 kW (0.014 kW per DU
. Realization rate per DU is not provided
) Energy 5,530 kWh (47 kWh per unit;  no realization rate provided per DU) Therms:  1,426 Therms (12 Therms per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU)

. 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Measures and Practices Combined:  Peak 0.887 kW (0.008 kW per DU; no realization rate provided per DU). Energy:  3,672 kWh (31 kWh per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU)  Therms:  703 Therms (6 Therms per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU).. 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.535



    Energy:
0.664



    Therms:
0.493

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is generally in conformity with the  protocols, with the obvious exception of the formulation of the DU. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: This study provides a clear claim for load impacts if the average load impacts per measure are multiplied by the number of installed measures (161).

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the load impact claims as documented in this Study and laid out in Table 6, and accept the study as adequate ex post measurement for purposes of this Performance Adder program. 

OVERVIEW

The Industrial 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. 

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts
:
Measures and Practices Combined: Peak: 1.656 kW (0.014 kW per DU
. Realization rate per DU is not provided
)  Energy 5,530 kWh (47 kWh per unit;  no realization rate provided per DU) Therms:  1,426 Therms (12 Therms per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU)

. 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Measures and Practices Combined: Peak 0.887 kW (0.008 kW per DU; no realization rate provided per DU). Energy:  3,672 kWh (31 kWh per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU)  Therms:  703 Therms (6 Therms per DU;  no realization rate provided per DU).. 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.535



    Energy:
0.664



    Therms:
0.493

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts for the lighting, HVAC and Process end-uses by a combination of phone surveys (to determine what measures had been installed) with site visits (to provide the inputs to the engineering algorithms and the net-to-gross) with the simple engineering algorithms.  There was no extrapolation of measure installations beyond those contacted (349 participants) in the attempted survey of the universe of participants (416 participants).  The net-to-gross analysis was determined by using self-reported data, which is not explicitly allowed in Table C-11, but is the standard Protocol approach for industrial sector programs. 

Evaluation Issues:

This is a reasonably strong load impact study in terms of its gross load impact analysis. A high percentage of all participants were contacted, reasonable judgement was used to determine when a site visit was needed, and the load impacts were not extrapolated to the non-respondents to the survey.

The net-to-gross approach was fairly sophisticated with careful analysis (and reporting) of contradictory results.  It appears to have been conducted in line with good evaluation practice and the draft Quality Assurance Guidelines for self-report NTG analyses.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  This Study appears to be in conformity with Tables C-5 and C-11.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are adequately documented, with minor problems, noted above, on the designated units. 

RECOMMENDATION

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

� Average load impacts per measure is reported, as opposed to per participant.


� DU is defined in Table 6 as total impacts for all measures and practices divided by the total number of installed measures divided by the average number of DU per measure as opposed to any of the three options for DU in Table C-11.


� Presumably because of the lack of an ex ante DU that matches the constructed ex post DU.


� Average load impacts per measure is reported, as opposed to per participant.


� DU is defined in Table 6 as total impacts for all measures and practices/total number of installed measures/average number of DU per measure as opposed to any of the three options for DU in Table C-11.


� Presumably because of the lack of an ex ante DU that matches the constructed ex post DU.
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