MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 7, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for PG&E 360:  AEMS – Pumping and Other

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 360

Program and PY:  Agricultural Energy Management Services Program:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Pumping and Other

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s  1996 Agricultural 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:   Retroactive Waiver approved on November 21, 1997 that allows (a) the study to be based on a hone survey of a sample of participants multiplying the number of measures installed by the load impacts for those measures from the AEEI studies (354 and 385),  and (b) the use of a discrete choice model (with self-report back-up) to estimate NTG or a default value of 0.75 if they choose.  In return, the Company prepared an Agricultural Market Effects Study.   Also the Retroactive waiver delayed the Study until April 30, 1998.

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:
Pump repair: peak: None reported. Zero realization rate applied.
  

Energy 1,519 kWh (1,519 kWh per unit;  0.33 gross realization rate). 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Pump repair:  peak: None reported.  Zero realization rate applied.

Energy:  1,139 kWh (1,139 kWh per unit;  0.46
 net energy realization rate). 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
NA



    Energy:
0.75

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is generally in conformity with the retroactive waiver. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: This study would not benefit from a Verification Report, but the reported load impacts would need to be adjusted if the pump repair load impacts in the AEEI (Study 354) are adjusted by a verification report of that Study.

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the earnings 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 Agricultural 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.  The pumping and related end-use (Study 354) was evaluated in this same study, as was the AEEI Indoor Lighting program (Study 385). 

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:
Pump repair: peak: None claimed; zero realization rate applied.   

Energy1,519 kWh (1,519 kWh per unit;  0.33 gross realization rate). 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Pump repair:  peak:  None claimed; zero realization rate applied.  

Energy:  1,139 kWh (1,139 kWh per unit;  0.46
 net energy realization rate). 

Net-to-gross ratios:  
Peak:  

NA



    
Energy:
0.75

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts the pump repair end-use through the cross multiplication of the engineering analyses of pump repair load impacts from the AEEI study (# 354) and the self-reported actions of the respondents to an AEMS telephone survey, extrapolated to the entire AEMS participant customer base.  The survey consisted of 340 respondents (p. 3-24) from a defined/restricted sample frame of 1,355 AEMS participants.

According to the retroactive waiver, the net-to-gross analysis was supposed to be determined by using a nested logit model for a discrete choice analysis to estimate the free-ridership, with a back-up of self-reported data.  However, the contractor used the default value of 0.75 allowed in the waiver in exchange for the conduct of a discrete choice purchase decisions (which was conducted and turned in to the Market Effects Subcommittee of CADMAC on schedule). 

Evaluation Issues:

This is a reasonably strong load impact study in terms of its gross load impact analysis, which depends on the accuracy of the AEEI load impacts for pump repair, and its clear explanation of the differences between ex ante and ex post estimates (page 3-24).  There was minor problem with the description of the precision of the estimate in the Table 7, and perhaps, an overestimate of the precision reported in the text.  

1. In Table 7, D-12, the precision is represented as being 100%, presumably meaning no sampling error or measurement error.  

2. The  text, on p. 2-8, reports the relative precision based on the sample as 9.7%.  This is based on the kWh consumption of the sample and the population.  

Since only 340 out of 1,446 unique corporate ID’s within the pump test data base were actually surveyed to come up with the estimate of actions per corporate customer, that estimate of 0.39 per corporate ID (page 3-24) is measured with some sampling error.

It isn’t clear whether the 9.7% relative precision reported on page 2-8 is under or over-estimated, because 3,410 control numbers were removed from the sample, and only 420 of those were removed for problems with billing data (page 2-4).  If the other cases were included in the estimate of precision may have been different.  It is also possible that the mean reported consumption per participant on p. 2-8 included every case for which billing data were available.  It just is not clear.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  This Study appears to be in conformity with the retroactive waivers that governed this program.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are adequately documented, with one minor problem noted above on the reported precision. 

RECOMMENDATION

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

� Page 3 of the Study indicates that 6,032 kW gross load impacts and 3,257 net load impacts were ex ante expectations.  The analysis found no basis for any such demand reduction for pump repairs.


� The net realization rate is higher than the gross realization, because the default NTG chosen by the Company  of 0.75 was higher than the ex ante NTG from page 3 (0.54).


� The net realization rate is higher than the gross realization, because the default NTG chosen by the Company  of 0.75 was higher than the ex ante NTG from page 3 (0.54).
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