MEMO

To:                       
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 8, 1998  

Subject:
Review Memo for SCE 542:  AEEI – Pumping and HVAC

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Southern California Edison Company                        


Study ID: 542

Program and PY:  Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program:  PY1996

End Use(s):  Pumping and HVAC

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Southern California Edison  1996 Agricultural and Water Supply Customers:  Energy Efficiency Incentive Program Evaluation ”

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

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

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

Study Completion:  February, 1998 
Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:   Retroactive Waiver approved on July 22, 1997 that allows (a) the study to use simplified engineering estimates to estimate gross load impacts; (b) to add HVAC as a non-miscellaneous end-use with a DU of “load impacts per square foot of conditioned space;” and (c) to use a default NTG ratio of 0.75.

5.  Reported Impact Results
:

Annual Gross Load Impacts.

Pumping: peak: 0.37 MW (0.00 MW per designated unit; undefined gross realization rate
).  Energy:  3,678 MWh (67 kWh per unit;   0.14 gross realization rate).

HVAC: peak: 0.053 MW (0.00 MW per designated unit; undefined gross realization rate
).  Energy: 1,026 MWh (3.1 kWh per designated unit; 6.9 realization rate per DU).

Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Pumping:  peak: 0.04 MW (0.00 MW per unit;  undefined net realization rate).  Energy:  1,040 MWh (50.25 kWh per unit; 0.11 net energy realization rate). 

HVAC: peak: 0.04 MW (0.00 kW per DU; undefined net realization rate).  Energy: 537 MW (2.32 kWh per DU; 5.8 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.75



    Energy:
0.75

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is in general conformity with the retroactive waiver that governs this study. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: This study will have a Verification Report.  The basis will rest entirely on the simplified engineering analysis.

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to not do a Verification report on this study due to the extremely small load impacts and earnings involved, and accept the results as presented in Table 6 – in terms of the total net impacts.
  The claim, which is summed over the full census of HVAC and Pumping participants is 1,599 MWh and 0.32 MW.  

OVERVIEW

The Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives 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 are important to the calculation of the shareholder incentive.  Approximately $281,000 of shared savings shareholder incentives for the SCE are dependent on this study.

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Annual Gross Load Impacts.

Pumping: peak: 0.37 MW (0.00 MW per designated unit; undefined gross realization rate
).  Energy:  3,678 MWh (67 kWh per unit;   0.14 gross realization rate).

HVAC: peak: 0.053 MW (0.00 MW per designated unit; undefined gross realization rate).  Energy: 1,026 MWh (3.1 kWh per designated unit; 6.9 realization rate per DU).

Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Pumping:  peak: 0.04 MW (0.00 MW per unit;  undefined net realization rate).  Energy:  1,040 MWh (50.25 kWh per unit; 0.11 net energy realization rate). 

HVAC: peak: 0.04 MW (0.00 kW per DU; undefined net realization rate).  Energy: 537 MW (2.32 kWh per DU; 5.8 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:  
Peak:  

0.75



    
Energy:
0.75

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts of Pumping and HVAC participants through the application of simplified engineering estimates, supplemented by occasional pump testing and metering.  It was necessary to determine the pre-existing conditions independently.  Although the text of the Study (footnote 8 of Table 6) indicated that the process measures in the program did not need to be studied, per the retroactive waiver, the waiver does not directly address the need to study the process measures.  It does however reflect that the ex ante load impacts would be less than 15% of the  program total.  This would indicate that they could be treated as miscellaneous measures
. 

The contractor apparently offered incentives to the irrigators to get them to cooperate with the evaluation, and obtained  a 100% response rate.  Therefore the load impacts claimed are simply the sum of site by site estimates.

In line with the retroactive waiver a default NTG ratio of 0.75 was used.

Evaluation Issues:

The results are dependent on the self-reported data on parameters such as operating hours and scheduling, and pump heads, but billing data were available to corroborate some issues like the number of months of operation, and some water use records were obtained from the irrigators.  In some cases the site visit was also coordinated with the Edison pump test technician, so that the most up-to-date information could be obtained.  In addition, because Edison understood that the ex ante ASD load impact algorithms were flawed, the contractor made a special effort to understand the issues and prepare new recommendations.  Overall, a strong effort was made to obtain an independent engineering assessment of what the load impacts were. 

The single issue with this Study is the difficulty of reconciling the reported per DU load impacts with the realization rate reported for the end-uses.  The E-3 Tables just don’t match up with the realization rates per DU.  Instead, the sum of reported net load impacts can be divided into the sum of the E-3 Table claims – 1,040 MWh for pumping divided by the 3,273 MWh in the 10/28/97 Table (0.32);  537 MWh for HVAC divided by the 902 MW (0.595).  For Peak the claim is for 0.28 MW for pumping and 0.04 MW for HVAC.  Because of the zero claims for HVAC and the truncated estimate per DU in the E-3 Table, a ratio cannot be estimated in this Review Memo.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  This Study appears to be in conformity with the retroactive waivers to the measurement Protocols, which basically governs this Study.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are presented, but in Table 6, footnote 5 is missing

RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation is to accept the sum of the reported net load impacts (1,566 MWh and 0.32 MW), and recalculate the net benefit of the program based on those results – ignoring the problem with the designated unit realization rate.

� As reported in Table 6 of the Study.


� Two aspects of the Study result in the inability to define a realization rate per designated unit for peak: (1) the ex ante estimate was zero, and the ex post was much greater than zero; and (2) as stated in footnote 9 in the Table 6: ”This study did not produce kW/DOUM load impacts.”


� Two aspects of the Study result in the inability to define a realization rate per designated unit for peak: (1) the ex ante estimate was zero, and the ex post was much greater than zero; and (2) as stated in footnote 9 in the Table 6: ”This study did not produce kW/DOUM load impacts.”


� The net realization rate differs dramatically from the net load impacts based on the DU, for example,  kWh/acre-ft for pumping = 0.11 (25.2 kWh per acre-ft), and the net realization rate based on total net load impact for the end-use -- 0 .32 for net MWh (50.25 kWh per acre-ft).  This latter, 32%, is apparently what is being claimed in this filing based on a review of the ex ante filing (10/28/97).  The per-DU load impacts used in the first earnings claim appears to be the source of the difference, and the E-3 Table does not appear reasonable – 257.76 kWh per DU, when Table 6 indicates that the base UEC is 370 kWh per acre-ft.


� Two aspects of the Study result in the inability to define a realization rate per designated unit for peak: (1) the ex ante estimate was zero, and the ex post was much greater than zero; and (2) as stated in footnote 9 in the Table 6: ”This study did not produce kW/DOUM load impacts.”


� They were not covered in this load impact study.  They needed to be covered in the revised first earnings claim, which was filed after the retroactive waiver (10/97 versus 8/97).  Therefore, it is expected that they were handled at that time.
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