MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 8, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for PG&E 372:  RAEI – Residential Lighting End-use

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 372

Program and PY:  Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives Program:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Residential lighting end-use

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s  1996 Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives Programs”

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

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

4. Applicable Protocols: Tables 5, 6, 7, and C-3A 

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

Retroactive Waivers:   None

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts
.

Lighting: peak: 101.9 kW (0.016 kW per unit;  0.67 gross realization rate ).   Energy:  1,348,115 kWh (207 kWh per unit;  0.95 gross realization rate).

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Lighting:  peak:  51.4 kW (0.008 kW per unit;  0.36 net realization rate).  Energy:  605,005 kWh (93 kWh per unit;  0.45 realization rate

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.50



    Energy:
0.45

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is generally in conformity with the protocols, implicitly arguing that no comparison group was possible, in order to use self report NTG methods without a waiver. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: This study wouldn’t benefit from a Verification Report.

Recommendations:  Accept the load impacts as reported in Table 6.  

OVERVIEW

The Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives Program for efficient lighting is a shared savings program for purposes of shareholder incentives.  As such, the actual ex post evaluation results from the first year load impact study are important to the calculation of that shareholder incentive.  Nevertheless, the program is solely the result of projects completed in the year following the official end of the program, and the impacts on earnings from this Study are almost imperceptible.

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts
.

Lighting: peak: 101.9 kW (0.016 kW per unit;  0.67 gross realization rate ).   Energy:  1,348,115 kWh (207 kWh per unit;  0.95 gross realization rate).

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Lighting:  peak:  51.4 kW (0.008 kW per unit;  0.36 net realization rate).  Energy:  605,005 kWh (93 kWh per unit;  0.45 realization rate

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.50



      Energy:
0.45

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts the lighting end-use through an attempt at site visits for a census of the participants – actually completing site visits at 71 of the 81 participant locations.  Gross load impacts were calculated using simplified engineering algorithms. The net-to-gross ratio was computed based on self-reports from 61 of the 81 participants.  The load impacts were significantly lower than ex ante expectations due to the few peak hours that the outdoor lighting actually operated and the high levels of reported free-ridership among the owners and operators of multi-family housing.  The study makes no claims for spillover, although the authors express the opinion that the high free-ridership may be caused by the awareness of the benefits of the equipment due the long-term operation of PG&E programs emphasizing efficient lighting. 

Evaluation Issues:

This is a straightforward study with a small an non-documentable potential bias in the gross load impacts depending on whether the ballast consumption was taken into account in the gross load impacts of the CFLs.  This is a common oversight in tracking systems, but it isn’t clear from this Study how the change in Watts was estimated.

The NTG approach technically should have required a waiver to use a self-report approach when a comparison group was arguably available.  The write-up at the end of Table 7 implies that the difficulty in finding a matched comparison group may be the basis of the selection of this methodology.  For a program of this size, the analytic effort is acceptable.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  This Study appears to be in general conformity with the measurement Protocols.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are adequately documented. 

RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation is to accept the results of the load impacts reported in Table 6 of the Study for lighting.

� The Company reports total load impacts and per DU load impacts in Table 6, but not “average” load impacts..


� The Company reports total load impacts and per DU load impacts in Table 6, but not “average” load impacts..
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