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Southern California Edison - 1997 Earnings Verification

Introduction and Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This study presents a review by ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE, Inc., of the energy savings and shareholder earnings claimed by Southern California Edison (SCE) before the Public Utilities Commission for the State of California (CPUC) on May 1, 1998, as part of the 1998 Annual Earnings Assessment Proceedings (AEAP).  The major findings of this review are:

· A review of the consultant reports indicates that both the Dalenius-Hodges and the binomial sampling methods were correctly applied, and that the samples were of adequate size and construction to provide a confidence interval which conforms to the CPUC Protocols.

· The verified gross and net energy savings for all programs are acceptable.  However, we are requesting that the utility or consultant address the anomalies encountered in the verification results for the EEI programs (Tables 6 and 7) and, if necessary, revise the earnings summary tables (E-tables).  In addition, SCE has agreed to address the deferred savings issue in the impact evaluation of the IEEI Program.

· The filed E-tables for PY97 accurately incorporate the findings from the consultants’ studies.

· Although administrative costs are high, in comparison to other utilities, for SCE’s Direct Assistance Program, there is no evidence that they were inappropriately allocated among performance adder and shared savings programs.

Introduction

SCE is claiming approximately $21.897 million in shareholder earnings for activities and expenditures associated with Demand Side Management (DSM) programs during the 1997 program year (PY97).
  As in previous program years, SCE obtained independent, outside contractors to verify the savings claims associated with their various DSM programs.  Accordingly, the purpose of this study is to verify that the methodologies and statistical procedures used by these consultants in the verification of SCE’s claimed energy savings and other performance measures were consistent with accepted engineering practices and with the level of statistical precision required under the CPUC Protocols.

Consultants’ Verification Procedures

SCE retained five consultants to verify the energy savings and expenditures associated with various DSM programs.  The review procedures employed by SCE’s consultants generally followed standard verification procedures as identified below:

· For each program, a representative sample was selected in which the claimed performance measures reported in the program database were compared with the information found in the application files.  The purpose of this step is to verify that application data matches that present in the database used to calculate earnings claims.

· Energy savings calculations were reviewed to ensure that they represented acceptable engineering standards and were accurately recorded in the program databases.

· For some programs, the consultants visited individual sites and inspected the installation and equipment for a selected subset of applications in the program samples.

Sample Design

The first step in the verification process is to select a sample of application files and, possibly, site locations for review.  Depending on the individual program populations, SCE’s consultants selected the application review samples using either a stratified random sample or a binomial sampling design.  Table 1 summarizes the sampling methodology used in each program.

Table 1:
Sample Design, by Program
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Consultants who opted for a stratified random sampling methodology used the Dalenius-Hodges stratification scheme with a Neyman allocation of the random sample to optimize sample size over the particular population.  As is evident from Table 1, this method was used in all of the nonresidential earnings claims verifications, including the Energy Efficient Incentives and Nonresidential New Construction programs.  Consultants achieved a minimum confidence interval of 90%, with a 10% significance test, as the basis for the stratification and sample size design.

The binomial sampling methodology was used in the Performance Adder programs and residential programs.  This results in a non-stratified random sample which was tested against the characteristics of the population to establish the significance levels.  The basic premise of this sampling technique is that the variable of interest, for purposes of verification, is whether or not the files themselves comply with the minimum requirements for documentation and inclusion in the earnings claim.  In effect, the verification ratio describes the fraction of files complying with all documentation requirements.

Application Review

The application review procedures followed by the various consultants generally focused on the following steps.  Departures from these steps are discussed in the context of each program.

· Identification of the claimed performance measures in the database for the applications in a sample drawn for each program.  Attention was focused on the key parameters of the incentive mechanisms, such as: measure counts, energy savings estimates (kilowatt hours, kilowatts, therms) by type and number of measures, and customer incentives paid by SCE.  The purpose of this step is to verify that application data matches that present in the database used to calculate earnings claims.

· Location of the documentation in the sample files to verify claimed performance measures.  In most cases, SCE was given the opportunity to furnish additional documentation before revised values were entered into a new database.

· Verification of key dates on SCE documentation and equipment invoices.  This step typically focuses on the verification of the date of the incentive check recorded in the program database with the copy of the check itself, and is necessary to verify that incentive amounts reported in the database were paid during the 1997 program year.

· Comparison of claimed performance to verified performance.  For instance, incentive calculations were reviewed to ensure that the original calculations in the application files were performed correctly and captured in the program tracking systems.  Following additional application and on-site audits, the consultants determined the direction of impact from verified changes on SCE’s earnings claim.

Engineering Review

In addition to the application audits, SCE’s consultants also conducted engineering reviews on sampled files.  The engineering review consisted of a review of the documentation and processes captured in the application file and, for some programs, visits by consultants and SCE staff to the physical site.  The engineering review generally consisted of the following elements:

· The engineering calculations and assumptions were reviewed for each file to ensure that calculations were performed according to standard engineering practices and are consistent with SCE Advice Filings.  

· Review of the adequacy of SCE documentation of building types, climate zones, hours of operation, floor area, and other parameters used to measure building loads.

· Review of model inputs to ensure that such parameters are reasonable.

· On-site verification, for some programs, to ensure that the energy efficient equipment reported in program tracking systems and captured in application files were installed and operating according to file and database parameters.  In this step, consultants interviewed site personnel on the installation and performance of the rebated equipment.  

Verification Ratios

For each program, the individual consultants calculated verification ratios for audited performance measures using verified amounts and the ex ante gross savings and expenditures claimed by the utility.
  The verification results were weighted and summed by stratum, as were the utility claimed amounts.  The ratio of these two sums is the verification ratio.  

The mean and standard deviation of the verification ratio allow a t-statistic to be computed (based on the null hypothesis that the verification ratio is one, i.e., the claimed values are correct).  If the verification ratio is significantly different from one, it is multiplied by the claimed amounts, to yield the corrected amounts used in adjusting the earnings claim.  The critical value for the t-statistic calculated in this manner depends upon the sample size and the desired level of precision.  For very large samples, and a 90/10 precision criterion, the t-ratio must be greater than 1.645 if the null hypotheses that the verification ratio equals 1.0 is to be rejected.  

Third Party Review Procedures

As part of our review of individual contractor reports, the savings verification process was directly observed at various levels of analysis.  The basic steps of the review included:

· Assessment of the statistical methods (stratified, binomial, or simple random) used by SCE’s consultants in the selection of samples for each audited program.

· Participation by ECOTOPE staff in field verification procedures and file reviews, either with the designated contractor or independently, to ensure that energy efficient measures were properly installed and recorded in program tracking systems, and that standard engineering procedures were followed in the calculation of energy savings.

· Verification of shareholder incentive calculations by review of parameters and calculations used in the earnings claim summary tables (E-tables).  At this step, considerable effort was taken to ensure that the consultants’ verified energy savings and expenditures are actually recorded in the E-tables.

· Review of administrative cost measurement and allocation procedures, including an assessment of the reasonableness of administrative costs associated with DSM activities by comparing those costs across utilities and among shareholder incentive mechanisms.

Program Summary and Verification

C/I/A Energy Efficiency Incentives Programs

Alternate Energy Systems Consulting, Inc., (AESC) conducted the coupon (application) review and on-site verifications for the EEI programs.  The application and on-site verification samples were developed by Ridge & Associates (Ridge) and reviewed by ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE.

Sampling Method

The sampling methodology used by Ridge & Associates is outlined in the draft report, entitled “Sample to Support Southern California Edison’s Verification Study of the 1997 Commercial, Industrial, and Agricultural Rebate Programs,” received by ECONorthwest on March 2, 1998.  ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE reviewed Ridge’s draft report during the first week of March.  In general, the sampling procedures and report documentation were outstanding.

Ridge employed a two stage sampling procedure, using coupons (or applications) as the unit of analysis and kWh saved as the sampling variable.  The first sample, to be used for the application review, was selected using the Delanius-Hodges stratification and Neyman allocation methodologies.  This resulted in 5 strata with 71 total observations for the Commercial Program (CEEI), and 4 strata with 55 observations for the Industrial Program (IEEI).  For both programs, the largest stratum was censused.  In addition, SCE recommended a 90/10 precision criteria in the selection of the CEEI and IEEI samples, but Ridge opted for a more stringent 90/5 precision level.  Given the small size of the Agricultural Program, the population (19 observations) was censused for file review.

For on-site verification, the second samples were randomly drawn from each stratum of the samples used in the application review.  Ridge relied on “historical precedents” in drawing the second stage sample.
  That is, the 1995 and 1996 studies drew a second stage, random sample consisting of approximately 30 percent of the observations selected in the first stage, stratified sample.  For PY97, this resulted in 37% and 33% of the commercial and industrial first stage samples selected for on site visits.  In addition, Ridge employed a weighting methodology to use the findings in the stage two sample to adjust the results of the stage one sample and, ultimately, the population.  To the extent that both the stratified, first stage sample and the random, second stage sample are reasonably drawn, we believe, in principle, that this weighting approach is statistically acceptable.  Furthermore, since the samples appear reasonable, the actual analysis can be adjusted ex post.  Therefore, we approve of the sampling strategy chosen for the C/I/A Energy Efficiency Incentives programs.
ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE worked closely with Ridge and SCE staff in the review of the proposed sampling methodology.  As part of these efforts, ECONorthwest received a detailed, supplemental memorandum from Ridge (dated March 10, 1998) that also included a description of the potential complications resulting from field audits of the “chain accounts.”
   The use of an additional nested sample design was proposed for the grocery program, which retrofits various control system measures on approximately 200 supermarkets in three retail chains.  Four coupons were reviewed for all these stores.  Ridge proposed that the markets be sampled within the individual coupon and that the results be applied to the entire group.  We conceded that this method would be acceptable based on the results of last year’s review of two similar coupons.  There is some risk in this sampling strategy, however, because if there is significant variance found in the sample then a larger sample would be required.  However, our experience from PY96 demonstrated that very little variance in these types of accounts is likely.

Verification Results

ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE reviewed the final report entitled “Southern California Edison’s 1997 Nonresidential Energy Efficiency Incentive (EEI) Program” submitted by Alternate Energy Systems Consulting, Inc.  In this report, AESC reports that 33 percent of the measures had changes to their verified parameters.  Overall, total verified, net kW and kWh savings amount to 99.9 and 98.7 percent, respectively, of SCE’s reported savings.

Our review of AESC’s final report reveals several minor anomalies in the reporting of verification results that should be addressed.  These are:

· In Tables 6 and 7, it appears that the total verified net impacts (both kW and kWh) for the sample have been incorrectly calculated.  

· In Table 6, the sum of verified, strata energy savings do not equal the reported population total (off by 4+ million kWh).  

· In Table 6, the verified results for stratum 2 exceed SCE's reported amounts in the sample, but they are significantly less than reported amounts in the population.  

· In addition, in Table 6 the population net verified results for stratum 2 are greater than the gross verified results even though the NTG ratio is 0.80.

We also have concerns of a more general nature.  It appears the IEEI verification did not adequately take into account the base case descriptions and calculations mandated by the “Production Increments” agreement brought before CADMAC in May.  This agreement was in response to the ALJ directive as part of the 1996 AEAP decision.  ECOTOPE’s review included participation with the consultant in auditing a plant in SCE service territory with a history of deferred savings claims, as well as a review of about 13 application files that seemed to have the possibility of deferred savings claims.  This review suggested the need to adjust the savings claim by about 50% in eight of the coupons reviewed.  Without expanding this review to the whole sample, this would reduce the IEEI claim by 6,000,000 kWh and reduce the net savings by 16% from the total claim.  This group represents about half of all the coupons with deferred savings, so this potentially may have even and more significant effects on energy savings.

ECOTOPE staff discussed these findings with senior staff at SCE, reaching an agreement that this was probably not the forum for adjustments based on deferred savings since the development of the correct and defensible base case had not been completed.  The base case would be developed in accordance with the Quality Assurance Guidelines approved by CADMAC in May, but which are still under discussion.  SCE staff assured ECOTOPE reviewers that the impact evaluation would include a discussion of the base case developed by the outside consultant for each of these files.  Presumably, ECOTOPE and ECONorthwest would have the opportunity to review these files again at that time and judge the veracity of the utility’s claim and the deferred savings issue in the context of the second earnings claim.

In conclusion, we are requesting that SCE or the consultant address the anomalies encountered in the verification results (Tables 6 and 7) and, if necessary, revise the earnings summary tables (E-tables).
  Furthermore, we are requesting that the utility address the deferred savings issue in the impact evaluation of the IEEI Program.

Nonresidential New Construction Program

Eley Associates (Eley) conducted the application review and on-site verifications for the Nonresidential New Construction Program (NRNC).  Keith Ritland, an independent consultant, developed the verification samples for this program.

Sampling Method

ECONorthwest received a brief description of the sample design from Ritland on March 5, 1998.  As in the verification efforts for PY96, the first stage sample was selected using the Delanius-Hodges stratification methodology.  Ritland used coupons (or applications) as the unit of analysis and kWh saved as the sampling variable.  This resulted in a four strata design with the largest stratum a census.  SCE recommended a 90/10 precision criteria in the selection of the NRNC, but Ritland/Eley opted for a more conservative 90/4 precision level.

Because a significant number of coupons, however, consisted of minimal kWh savings, the consultants departed from strict adherence to the Neyman allocation methodology.  As a result, the first stage sample consists of 62 observations out of a population of 136.  From our review of the NRNC sampling methodology, it appears that deviation from the Neyman allocation methodology results in a first stage sample that is poorly optimized, i.e., a sample that consists of approximately  50 percent of observations in the population.  We do believe, given the skewed distribution of kWh savings among the NRNC Program coupons and the population characteristics for other possible sampling variables, that the consultants had limited options other than to allow the first stratum to include these small coupons.

The second stage sample of observations developed for on-site audits was selected using all 10 coupons from the census stratum and a random selection of coupons from the other three strata.
  Just as with the sample selected for application review, it appears that the second stage sample was also over-sampled, with 28 of the 62 observations selected for on site review.  Although both samples appear to be inefficient, ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE approved the sampling frames for the application and on site verifications.

Verification Results

ECONorthwest received the final “Verification Report” for SCE’s Nonresidential New Construction Program from Eley Associates on April 11, 1998.  Table 1 in that report shows total, net verified energy and capacity savings of 20,375,394 kWh and 5,605 kW, respectively.
  In addition, Eley recommends downward adjustments for all reviewed performance measures.  These verification ratios range from a low of 91.6 percent for capacity savings to a high of 96.7 percent for administrative costs.

The sampling and verification methodologies are fully and clearly detailed in the final report.  Adjustments resulting from either the application review or on-site audits are identified, by individual coupons, in the Appendix to the report.  In addition, Eley Associates remedied the concerns voiced by ECOTOPE staff during the field verification phase by including three additional sites for on-site verifications.  ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE find that the results from Eley Associates verification efforts are acceptable.

Nonresidential Services Programs

Pacific Consulting Services (PCS) was retained by SCE to audit its claim, as reported in SCE’s E-1 table, for approximately $666,000 in shareholder incentives for energy savings and expenditures for the Nonresidential Services Programs.  This program has two marketing elements: (1) the Commercial, Industrial, and Agricultural Energy Management Services (C/I/A EMS) component, and (2) the Hydraulic Pump Test component.  PCS conducted the verifications for both programs.

Sampling Method

On March 9, 1998, ECONorthwest received a detailed description of the sampling methodologies used by Pacific Consulting Group for the C/I/A EMS and Hydraulic Pump Test programs.  For both programs, a stratified random sample was chosen to maximize the extent to which the distribution of savings for the sample represented that of the population and meet a +/- 10 percent precision standard at the 90 percent confidence level.  PCS used customer accounts as the unit of analysis and energy savings as the sampling variable.  For the C/I/A EMS Program, this resulted in a four strata design with a fifth census stratum, and a sample size of 100 observations out of the population of 563 customers.  For the Hydraulic Pump Test Program, a total of 66 observations, in six strata, were drawn from a total population of 2,531.  ECONorthwest and ECOTOPE reviewed the sample design documentation in March and approved of Pacific Consulting Group’s sampling strategy.

Verification Results

ECONorthwest received Pacific Consulting Services’ final report for verification of SCE’s Nonresidential Services Program on April 12, 1998.  In that report, the verified, net capacity and demand savings for the C/I/A audits amounted to 100 and 93.4 percent, respectively, of SCE’s original claimed savings.  In addition, for the Pump Test component, PCS verified 96.4 percent of SCE’s claimed net kWh savings.  Based on our review of this report, we accept PCS’s verified savings.

Direct Assistance and RAEI Programs

The sampling and application review for the Direct Assistance (DA) and Residential Appliance Efficiency Incentives (RAEI) programs was conducted by Hummel Consulting (Hummel).

Sampling Method

ECONorthwest received the sample datasets from Hummel on February 27, 1998. ECOTOPE  evaluated the sampling plan received from Hummel Consulting on March 18, 1998.  The sampling plan centers on a binomial procedure, which attempts to draw a sample size based on predicted file verification rates.  The sample is designed to estimate the number of files that do not meet program standard.  The actual kWh savings of any particular file is not relevant under this procedure, because the basis for adjustments are the presence or absence of appropriate documentation and accounting.

The unique feature of this methodology is that the sample is based on the predicted failure or success rate of the file completeness – as the completion rate goes down, the required sample size increases.  ECOTOPE recalculated the sample using a another sampling procedure (Schaeffer, Mendenhall & Ott, 1986) which, we believe, can be shown to be identical to Hummel's formula.  The following summary table compares a rigorous application of the binomial sampling procedure to the sample sizes proposed by Hummel.  Assumptions used in preparing this table include a verification ratio of 0.95, and a confidence interval of 95 percent for the overall result.  The individual files are assumed to have roughly similar overall savings or incentive claims.

Table 2:
Sample Sizes, by Program
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As is evident in Table 2, the sample sizes proposed by Hummel (“n”) generally meet or exceed the sample sizes developed by ECOTOPE (“n1”) through the use of an alternate binomial sampling procedure.  In cases where the end use is relatively small, the proposed sample size is the minimum required.  Based on our review of Hummel’s sampling plan and comparison with the samples developed by ECOTOPE, we find the sampling methodology used by Hummel for the DA and RAEI programs is acceptable.

Verification Results

ECONorthwest received the final report from Hummel Consulting on April 29, 1998.  For the various Direct Assistance, Appliance Recycling, Heat Pumps, Cooler Maintenance and CFB rebate programs, Hummel Consulting verified approximately 100.0 and 95.6 percent of the claimed capacity and demand savings, respectively.  Based on our review of the final report, we recommend that Hummel’s findings be accepted.

Nonresidential Pilot Bidding Program

Heschong Mahone Group (HMG) conducted the application review and on-site verifications for the Nonresidential Pilot Bidding Program.

Sampling Method

Given its relatively small size, HMG reviewed the applications for all 26 observations in the Nonresidential Pilot Bidding Program.

Verification Results

Heschong Mahone Group supplied the final report, entitled “Verification Study of the 1997 DSM Bidding Program,” for verification of SCE’s PY97 earnings for that program on April 10, 1998.  Given the relatively small size of this program, HMG reviewed all the applications for program participants.  HMG verified 21,738,185 kWh out of SCE’s original claimed savings of 22,062,826 kWh for a 98.5 percent verification rate.  Of the lighting, HVAC, and pump controls end uses, only the pump control end use had a verification ratio of 1.0.

Based on our review of the final report and the engineering methodologies used by HMG and outlined in the last section of the report, we accept HMG’s findings.

Administrative Cost Verification

Excluding incentives, labor cost is the primary cost element in DSM programs at utilities.  An administrative cost management process thus should have the following elements in some form:

· A system for continuously accounting for employee time spent on individual programs and projects.  Ideally, this is achieved through time-sheets filed weekly by employees, in which the employee accounts for his/her time by project/activity number.  Alternatively (but less desirably) this can be achieved by periodic surveys of employees to establish proper time allocation percentages;

· A system for monitoring and periodically reviewing the employees' reported time allocations.  Typically this is achieved by calculating performance statistics, by employee, and by activity;  

· A system for rapidly redeploying staff time from surplus areas to deficit areas; and

· An internal incentive structure that rewards accurate accounting of staff and other administrative cost allocations.

Peer Group Comparisons of Administrative Cost Ratios

A second approach to analyzing the justifiability of administrative cost allocations is to compare these costs across utilities, within approximately similar program categories.  The inherent difficulty in doing so, of course, is the variety in types of programs implemented by the various utilities, and the ambiguity, therefore, of appropriate normalizing variables.  Nevertheless, peer comparisons can provide rough insights, especially if the comparisons use reasonably generous criteria to detect variance in utility administrative cost performance.

In Table 3, recorded costs and benefits data from the 1997 Demand-Side Management Program Annual Summaries (Table E-1) are tabulated by utility.  In this summary table, the utility administrative costs and measurement costs (UAC) are presented as percentages of various normalizing quantities, including utility incentive costs (UIC), net incremental measure costs (NIMC), and net total resource benefits (NTRB), all of which are (arguably) alternative measures of the scale of the activities conducted by the utilities.  In the final panel of the table, these ratios are compared to the average of these ratios across the four utilities.  Only ratios that exceed the mean by more than 50 percent, or are smaller than the mean by more than 50 percent are flagged as, respectively, "high" or "low".  (Others cannot be calculated because the divisor is zero.)  Thus, the criteria for detecting deviations from typical practice are quite generous.

Compared to the other California utilities in the table, SCE displays an overall low level of administrative cost ratios for both the nonresidential EEI program and energy management services programs.  For nonresidential EEI programs, SDG&E's claimed administrative costs (UAC) are just 15 percent of its incentive costs (UIC).  The same ratio is 67, 137, and 39 percent for SoCal Gas, SDG&E, and PG&E, respectively.  In addition, the ratio of administrative costs to net incremental measure costs (NIMC) for this program are low compared to other utilities.

ORA consultants compare the administrative cost ratios between earnings mechanisms for possible improper allocation of administrative costs.  That is, low administrative costs for Shared Savings programs and high administrative costs for Performance Adder programs are a possible sign that the utility may inappropriately allocate administrative costs in order to increase shareholder earnings.  For Performance Adder programs, SCE’s ratio of claimed administrative costs to incremental measure costs (UAC/IMC) for the Energy Management Services Program are quite high compared to other utilities.  However, administrative costs for SCE’s largest Performance Adder program (Energy Management Services) are low compared to other utilities.  This would tend to suggest that administrative costs were probably not reallocated inappropriately to Shared Savings or Performance Adder Programs.

Table 3:
Peer Review of 1996 DSM Administration Expenditures
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Recommendations

Table 4 below reports our summary of SCE’s claimed savings and those verified by its consultants.  The table reports net energy for all the reviewed programs.  Included in this table are the original savings claimed by SCE within its tracking system, the savings verified by SCE consultants and used to develop the E-3 Tables and earnings claim, and the verification rates.  

Table 4:
Total Claimed and Verified Net Impacts, by Program
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As reported in the above table, the net verification rates for all programs is 99.2 and 96.9 percent for kW and kWh, respectively.  Although we have some minor concerns regarding the energy efficiency incentives programs, these overall numbers appear reasonable.  Thus, it is the recommendation of this review that the verification results shown in Table 4 of this report are acceptable as the basis for SCE’s PY97 earnings claim.
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� This refers only to the E-tables for PY97.  ECOTOPE’s review of the PY96 E-tables revealed several errors in the feeder sheets for the Nonresidential New Construction Program.  SCE staff are currently developing revised E-tables for this program.  


� Table E-1.


� Eley and Associates calculated the verification ratios for performance measures in the NRNC Program using two different methodologies that yielded nearly identical results.  This will be discussed in more detail in the context of program verification.


� March 10, 1998 memorandum from Ridge.


� Ridge’s sampling methodology was further discussed in a March 11, 1998 conference call, involving Ridge, SCE staff, ECONorthwest, and ECOTOPE.


� Based on the errors in Tables 6 and 7, we don’t expect a change in the earnings for this program.


� Eley Associates, “Southern California Edison 1997 New Construction Program Verification Report,” pp. 5-6.


� Initially, Eley chose not to select any of the small kWh coupons from the first strata for site review.  Thus, the original second stage sample consisted of only 25 observations. Eley Associates remedied the concerns voiced by ECOTOPE staff during the field verification phase by including three additional sites from the first stratum for on-site verifications.


� Eley Associates report two sets of summary results, that differ only slightly, for the two methods that were used to calculate verification statistics.  That is, the recommended adjustments to SCE’s NRNC Program (as seen in Table 1) are calculated with a new statistical method that applies the on-site sample adjustment to the whole population, i.e., the application review sample results form the basis for the on-site sample results.  Table 2 reports summary results based on the previously-used statistical method that applies the on-site adjustments to only the visited sites.
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