MEMO

	To:                       
	Scott Logan, ORA/CPUC

	From:
	Charisa Flaherty, ECONorthwest

	Date:
	March 31, 2003

	Subject:
	Review Memo for PG&E 353R2, 334aR2, 350R2, 334bR2:  IEEI – Industrial Process, Industrial Lighting


REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 353R2, 334aR2, 350R2, 334bR2

Program and PY:  Industrial Energy Efficiency Incentive Programs:  PY1996 and PY 1997

End Use(s):  Process and Lighting

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Retention Study of Pacific Gas And Electric Company’s 1996 & 1997 Industrial Energy Efficiency Incentive Programs ”

3. Type of Study:  6th Year Retention Study                

 Required by Table 8A:  Yes

4. Applicable Protocols:  Table 9A

Study Completion:  March 1, 2003 
Required Documentation Received:  Yes             

Retroactive Waivers:  None 

5.  Reported Results:

	Measures
	Program Year
	Ex ante EUL
	Adopted ex post EUL

	Lighting
	
	
	

	L23: T-8 Lamp and Electronic Ballast
	1996, 1997
	16
	16

	L81: HID Fixture
	1996
	16
	16

	Process
	
	
	

	560: Heat Recovery
	1997
	14
	14

	578: Adjustable Speed Drive
	1997
	15, 16
	4.4

	589A:  Modify Air Compressor System
	1996
	18
	18

	589B:  Modify Air Compressor System
	1996
	16,15
	16,15

	589C:  Modify Air Compressor System
	1996
	12
	12

	590: Insulation
	1997
	20
	20

	599A:  Process Other
	1996
	20
	4.0

	599B:  Process Other
	1996
	16,15
	16,15

	599C:  Process Other
	1996
	10
	10

	P2: Oil Well Pump-Off Controller
	1996
	10
	10


6.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  This study is in conformity with the protocols.

(b) Acceptability of Study results:  The results of the study are acceptable

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the effective useful life as documented in this study.

OVERVIEW

These retention studies cover measures installed through PGE’s Industrial Energy Efficiency Incentive Programs for Program Years 1996 and 1997. The retention study relies on on-site inspections that collected information on the number of measures still in place, the percentage of units that are not working, and any information on when and why the unit was no longer in use.  The study covers measures that comprise over 50 percent of the avoided costs for both 1996 and 1997.  

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The EUL for each measure is calculated by estimating the median number of years that the measure is still in place and operable from modeled survival functions.  Ex post EUL estimates are then compared with ex ante estimates at the 80 percent confidence level.  If they were outside the 80 percent confidence level the ex post EUL was adopted, otherwise the ex ante was kept.

For PY 1996, the population of projects was 282 and a total of 137 sites were visited in either the 3rd year or the 6th year or both. For PY 1997, the population consisted of 488 projects, with 239 included in the onsite visits and in the retention study report.

Lighting End Use:

The lighting measures covered in the study were T-8’s and HID’s installed through the program.  Initially, 117,467 T-8s were installed with 11.8% not in operation at the time of the retention study.  For HID’s, there were 2,517 measures initially installed with 28% inoperable at the time of the study.  Four different survival analysis models were run for the lighting measures to estimate the EUL based on the observed survivals.  None of these models produced estimates that justified changing the EUL from the ex ante value of 16 years. 

Process End Use:

In each of the process measures, sample data were used to predict survival models.  In every case but one, these models either yielded unreliable results (and therefore were rejected in the retention study) or else resulted in estimates that were within the 80 percent confidence interval of the ex ante EULs.  In these cases, no recommendations were made to change to EUL as a result of the findings of the retention study.

The two exceptions to this were adjustable speed drives and process measures covered under “other process” (Study 599A).  In both cases, survival models were estimated that lowered the EUL for these measures.  For adjustable speed drives, the estimated EUL was 4.4 years compared to the ex ante value of 15-16 years. For the process measures covered in 599A, of the 291 units originally installed, only 23 remained after the sixth year.  The estimated EUL reported in the retention study is 4 years compared to the ex ante value of 15-16 years.    In both cases the new EUL estimate lies below the 80 percent confidence interval for the ex ante EUL.

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  The study appears to be in general conformity with the Protocols and Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings From Demand-Side Management Programs.

Reporting Protocols:  Follows protocols from Table 9A.

RECOMMENDATION

The overall recommendation is to accept the EUL as given in the study.  Since the revised EUL is lower than the ex ante estimates, a verification report is not recommended at this time.
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