MEMO

To:                       
Scott Logan, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 17, 1999  

Subject:
Review Memo: SDG&E Study  # 1022: AEEI  Pumping, Process, and Space Conditioning 

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  San Diego Gas and Electric                        


Study ID: 1022

Program and PY:  Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program:  PY1997

End Use(s): Pumping, process, and space conditioning 

2.  Utility Study Title:  “1997 Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program:  First Year Load Impact Evaluation”

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

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

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

Study Completion:  February 1999 
Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:   Waiver approved on January 20, 1999 permitted (a) a default NTG ratio of 0.75 for process, space conditioning, and miscellaneous end-uses, and 0.57 for pumping-related end-uses; (b) change the DU for pumping motors from “load impacts per acre-ft of water pumped” to “load impact per HP;” and (c) add process and space conditioning as end-uses, with a DU of “load impacts per participant” for process and “load impacts per square foot” for space conditioning.

5.  Reported Impact Results
:

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:  

Pumping:  Peak:  4.75 kW (0.1472 kW per designated unit; 1.05 realization rate).  Energy: 46,716 kWh (1,447 kWh per designated unit; 0.92 realization rate).

Process:  Peak:  14.62 kW (14.62 kW per designated unit; 0.46 realization rate).  Energy:  163,973 kWh (163,973 kWh per designated unit;  1.18 realization rate).

Space Conditioning: Peak: -0.04 kW (-0.0000 kW per designated unit; 0.3333 realization rate)  Energy: -321 kWh (-0.0035 kWh per designated unit; 0.2576 realization rate).  Therms: 11,840 Therms (0.1309 Therms per designated unit; 0.9752 realization rate).

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts: 
Pumping:  Peak:  2.71 kW (0.0839 kW per designated unit;  0.67 realization rate).  Energy:  26,628 kWh (824.8 kWh per designated unit;  0.59 realization rate).

Process:  Peak:  10.92 kW (10.92 kW per designated unit;  0.46 realization rate).  Energy: 122,979 kWh (122,979 kWh per designated unit; 1.18 realization rate).

Space Conditioning: Peak: -0.028 kW (-0.0000 kW per designated unit; 0.3259 realization rate)  Energy: -240 kWh (-0.0027 kWh per designated unit; 0.2576 realization rate)  Therms: 8,880 Therms (0.0981 Therms per designated unit; 0.9752 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:      Process and space conditioning: Peak:
0.75     
Energy:
0.75.




 Pumping: Peak:  0.57
Energy:
0.57

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study conforms to the retroactive waiver. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: It appears that there is no need for a Verification Report, because of the limited earnings claims and load impacts involved. 

(c) Recommendations: The recommendation is to accept the load impacts claimed in Table 6.

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 that shareholder incentive. Approximately $77,000 dollars in shareholder incentives are at stake in this load impact study.  

REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS:

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:  

Pumping:  Peak:  4.75 kW (0.1472 kW per designated unit; 1.05 realization rate).  Energy: 46,716 kWh (1,447 kWh per designated unit; 0.92 realization rate).

Process:  Peak:  14.62 kW (14.62 kW per designated unit; 0.46 realization rate).  Energy:  163,973 kWh (163,973 kWh per designated unit;  1.18 realization rate).

Space Conditioning: Peak: -0.04 kW (-0.0000 kW per designated unit; 0.3333 realization rate)  Energy: -321 kWh (-0.0035 kWh per designated unit; 0.2576 realization rate).  Therms: 11,840 Therms (0.1309 Therms per designated unit; 0.9752 realization rate).

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts: 
Pumping:  Peak:  2.71 kW (0.0839 kW per designated unit;  0.67 realization rate).  Energy:  26,628 kWh (824.8 kWh per designated unit;  0.59 realization rate).

Process:  Peak:  10.92 kW (10.92 kW per designated unit;  0.46 realization rate).  Energy: 122,979 kWh (122,979 kWh per designated unit; 1.18 realization rate).

Space Conditioning: Peak: -0.028 kW (-0.0000 kW per designated unit; 0.3259 realization rate)  Energy: -240 kWh (-0.0027 kWh per designated unit; 0.2576 realization rate)  Therms: 8,880 Therms (0.0981 Therms per designated unit; 0.9752 realization rate).

Net-to-gross ratios:   Process and space conditioning:  Peak:0.75     Energy:
0.75.




Pumping:           Peak: 0.57
 Energy:
0.57

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The estimation of gross load impacts in this Study were generally based on site visits and detailed engineering analyses.  The net-to-gross ratios were established through the applicable retroactive waiver.  Only 13 of the 30 pumping related measures were actually sampled and evaluated, but they represented 93 percent of the ex ante gross load impacts.  Similarly, only one of the two process measures was given a detailed, on-site re-analysis, but it represented 80 percent of the estimated ex ante load impacts.  Both space conditioning participants, involving all five measures, were re-analyzed.  The sampling meets the requirements of Table C-5 for industrial motors (70% of total load impacts were included in sample) and the extrapolation on the process measures would receive a similar interpretation.  In addition, the quality of the independent evaluation re-analyses of the load impacts of the measures appears to be quite good, with a good attention to detail and clarity about how and why the analysis was done.

Evaluation Issues:  

The net-to-gross ratios were stipulated and approved in the retroactive waiver.  However, if one were to look for areas of potential evaluation issues, the greenhouse space conditioning measures installed as projects 40955, 40956, and 40957
 would appear to be low-hanging fruit.  Basically the “measures” completely removed the exterior sheathings of plastic and replaced them with foam covered galvanized sheet-metal walls and roof.  Other than the framing of wood studs, the walls and roof of  a 58,000 square foot space were replaced.  Inquiring minds might want to ask how much of the renovation of the buildings was paid for by the happy owner and how much by the ratepayers.  It might have influenced the NTG, if the NTG ratio hadn’t already been stipulated.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols.  The study  conforms to the Protocols of Table C-6, and C-5 and Table 5, as modified by the retroactive waiver.

Tables 6 and 7 Reporting Protocols.  Tables 6 and 7 are appropriately filled out.

Summary Recommendation:

This is a fine ex post gross load impact Study with a waiver to specify the NTG ratios.  The recommendation is to accept the load impacts as documented in Table 6 of the Study.

� Based on Table 6.


� Actually the text on page 5-2 variously numbers them as 40955, 40956, and 40957 versus 40955, 40957, and 40958





PAGE  
3
RMF.PY97.SDGE.1022.kk.doc

