MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 7, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for SCE 537:  RAEI – Residential Refrigeration

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Southern California Edison Company                        


Study ID: 537

Program and PY:  Refrigerator Recycling:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Residential refrigeration

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of the Spare Refrigerator Recycling Program:  Southern California Edison”

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

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

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

Study Completion:  April 1998 
Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:   A retroactive waiver was approved on 12/17/97 that allowed the Company to (a) extend the deadline for the Study until May 1, 1998; (b) use self-report methods to estimate net-to-gross; and (c) add a random sample of independently tested refrigerators to the large existing sample of metered refrigerators.

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts

Refrigerator/Freezer: Peak: 8,253 kW ( 0.33 kW per DU; 1.36 realization rate per DU)  Energy 53,954,149 kWh (2,130 kWh per designated unit;  1.36 realization rate).

 

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Refrigerator/Freezer:  Peak: 4,452 kW (0.18 kW per DU; 0.732 realization rate)  Energy: 29,106,498 kWh (1,149 kWh per DU; 0.732 net realization rate) 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:

0.539

    Energy:
0.539

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

(b) Acceptability of Study results: The results are captured in the study and are acceptable with the minor exception of the treatment of non-working appliances in the metering sample. 

(c) Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the results of the Study as adequate measurement of ex post load impacts. 
OVERVIEW

The Refrigerator Recycling Program as part of the RAEI program 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 impact the shareholder incentive.   In this case the shareholder incentive claimed at the time of the first earnings claim was $868,000.

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Total Annual Gross Load Impacts

Refrigerator/Freezer: Peak: 8,253 kW ( 0.33 kW per DU; 1.36 realization rate per DU)  Energy 53,954,149 kWh (2,130 kWh per designated unit;  1.36 realization rate).

 

Total Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Refrigerator/Freezer:  Peak: 4,452 kW (0.18 kW per DU; 0.732 realization rate)  Energy: 29,106,498 kWh (1,149 kWh per DU; 0.732 net realization rate) 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:

0.539

      Energy:

0.539

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts by combining a random sample of metered 1998 program units with those metered by less independent sources to arrive at a revised UEC for refrigerators in this Study.  These revised UECs were adjusted by the net-to-gross ratios from a survey of participants and nonparticipants, bolstered by studies of the markets for used refrigeration appliances in the program area.  Multiple sensitivities were conducted around the chosen indicators of net load impacts.

Evaluation Issues:

The study conformed to the retroactive waiver approved in December 1997 and used the very sensitive and logical approach to estimating net-to-gross ratios that has been used in past studies for refrigerator recycling.  The Company has done everything reasonable to establish a fair and robust estimate of net program load impacts.  The result is very close to the load impacts agreed to in settlement of the 1995 PY second earnings claims.  The only apparent difficulty with this study is the determination of the authors not to adjust the UEC averages for the 5% or so of the sampled refrigerators that were found to be non-working at the time they were tested (p. 2-3).  The authors present the argument that this result couldn’t be trusted, because the “standard program collection procedures involve making the unit inoperable immediately upon pick-up.  No extraordinary measures were taken to maintain the tested units in their original operating condition.”  However, if it were standard operating procedure  to make the equipment inoperable immediately and no special efforts were made for this sample, then all of the units, not just 5%, should have been inoperable
.  Nevertheless, the argument that the authors would have accounted for the various ways an inoperable appliance would have been handled in their part-use computations is a little stronger, and any difference at this point is likely to be trivial.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:   The study is in careful conformity with the retroactive waiver.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are well documented.

RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation is to accept the net load impacts presented in the Study’s Table 6  as an  ex post measurement of the program load impacts..

� Total load impacts reported for additional information.  Average impacts per refrigerator are equivalent to the load impacts per DU as reported in Table 6.


� Total load impacts reported for additional information.  Average impacts per refrigerator are equivalent to the load impacts per DU as reported in Table 6.


� If the 5% inoperable units reported is accurate, the contractor has come a long way in the last several years in reducing the pick-up of inoperable equipment.  This, in turn, may raise the question of whether their care in 1996, the PY, was as good as in 1998, the sampled year.  The sampled year, of course was approved in the waiver, and is the only logical time for an evaluation begun in 1998 to sample units.
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