MEMO





To:                       �
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA�
�
From:�
Ben Bronfman,  ORA Evaluation Consultant�
�
Date:�
June 10, 1997  �
�
Subject:�
Review Memo for SCE Study  # 527:  DAP�
�



REVIEW SUMMARY


1. Utility:  Southern California Edison			Study ID: 527


Program and PY: Residential Direct Assistance Program: PY1995


End Use(s): Whole house; impacts allocated to space heating, space cooling and water heating.


2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of the 1995 Residential Direct Assistance Program: Final Report.”


3. Type of Study: 1st Year Load Impact Study (Performance Adder)	Required by Table 8A: Yes.


4. Applicable Protocols:  (old or new) Tables 6, 7, C-10


Study Completion: February 19, 1997		Required Documentation Received: Yes.                    


Retroactive Waivers: None. 


5.  Reported Impact Results:


Average Gross Load Impacts:  


Dwelling Unit: Not Available.  Results reported by end-uses: lighting, evaporative coolers and weatherization.


6.  Review Findings:


Conformity with Protocols: The study is in general conformity with the measurement protocols.  However, estimated end uses have not been summed to the required DU: “dwelling unit,” as required in the reporting protocols.


Acceptability of Study results: The results appear to be estimated correctly. 


7.  Recommendations: Although the study results are not presented in required DU format, the components of the DU are present, and could be used to calculate a dwelling unit sum. Results are acceptable as a requirement for consideration for performance adder incentives. �



OVERVIEW





This study was implemented using regression analysis to estimate separately the impacts of the evaporative cooler and weatherization components of the Direct Assistance Program.  A simplified engineering approach was used to calculate the impact of the lighting component.  Estimates of spillover and free-ridership were calculated from consumer (participant) surveys.  The resulting net-to-gross ratios were 1.0 for lighting, and 1.01 for the other components.





REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS:





Impact results were not reported by required designated unit: Load Impacts per Dwelling Unit.  Instead, the components of the program were estimated separately.  This was done because the program was administered as three separate sub-programs.  Savings appear to be the sum of the components.  Results of the study by component are presented below.





Average Gross Load Impacts:  





Lighting:  Demand: .00064 kW/DU (realization rate: .27); Energy: 223kWh/DU (realization rate: .69);





Evaporative Coolers: Demand: 1.068kW/DU (realization rate: 1.96); Energy: 572kWh/DU (realization rate: .59);





Weatherization: Demand: .0422kW/DU (realization rate not calculated); 412kWh/DU (realization rate: 1.96).





Net to Gross Ratios were 1.0 for lighting, and 1.01 for the remaining end uses.








ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS





This study is a well-documented, well-implemented study of the residential Direct Assistance Program. All required data for review purposes were present in the body of the report, or in the Appendices. Approximately 600 participant households were included in the analysis, broken out equally among the three end uses studied.  Lighting savings were estimated using a simplified engineering calculation together with a participant survey and on-site visits.  The evaporative cooler and weatherization end uses were estimated using (separate) regression models, in a recognizable, conventional billing analysis. 





In an additional analysis, the consultants tried to estimate net-to-gross ratios for each end use, utilizing self-reports from the customer surveys. Net-to-gross ratios included components for free-ridership and spillover.  Results are in conformity with the null hypothesis implicit in Protocol Table C-10, resulting in the decision not to require comparison groups for this program.








Evaluation Issues: 





No significant evaluation issues were raised by this study.


	


CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS





Because the Direct Assistance Program for SCE was implemented under three separate delivery systems, the evaluation was done treating each component separately.  Components were not aggregated to Program levels by appropriate Designated Unit (dwelling unit) as specified in the reporting protocols and no program level Table 6 was presented.





If this were an incentive program, it would have required a Retroactive Waiver to analyze and present the results in the manner done.  However, because this is a performance adder program, and all the components of a full program evaluation are present, the report is acceptable in its present form.





RECOMMENDATION





The study should be accepted as fulfillment of the requirement for consideration of performance adder payments.








Attachments:  None


