MEMO



To:                       �Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA��From:�Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant��Date:�May 23April 9, 1997  ��Subject:�Review Memo for SDG&E Study  # 94165:  IAEMSEI��

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  San Diego Gas and Electric                        			Study ID: 941965

Program and PY:  Industrial Energy Management Services Program:  PY1994

End Use(s):  Motors, Lighting and other.

2.  Utility Study Title:  ì1994 Industrial Energy Management Services Program:  First Year Load Impact Evaluationî

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

4. Applicable Protocols: Tables 6, 7, C-11. 

Study Completion:  February, 1997		Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:  March 15, 1995:  to delay the load impact study for PY94 until 1997.

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Average Gross Load Impacts:  

Per Participant: Peak: -6.90 kW (-6.90 kW per designated unit; - 0.318 realization rate�);  

Energy:  - 37,975 kWh  (- 37,975 kWh per designated unit;  -0.221 realization rate).

 

Average  Net Load Impacts:

Per Participant: Peak: -6.78 kW (-6.78 kW per designated unit;  -0.312 realization rate);  

Energy: - 37,344 kWh (- 37,344 kWh per designated unit;  -0.218 realization rate). 



Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  0.982;  Energy:  0.983



7.  Review Findings:

Conformity with Protocols:  The study is generally in conformity with the measurement and 

reporting protocols , but has a problem with the comparison group.

Acceptability of Study results:   The results of no statistically significant load impacts can probably be accepted despite the problem with the comparison group.

Recommendations:  Point out the shortcomings of the evaluation  approach, but accept the results as reflective of the load impacts , and barely enough to fulfill the requirements for a Performance Adder program.



OVERVIEW



The IEMS program qualifies for share holder earnings based a Performance Adder mechanism.  As such, the exact results of the ex post load impact study are not considered in the calculation of earnings claims.  The Company, however, is required to produce a Protocol-compliant load impact study.  The Company has partially done that in this case.  The results indicate that audit participants who did not elect to take measures under an incentive program can not be said to have attained any statistically significant load impacts as a result of the audit alone.



This study (IEMS) was done in such close parallel with Study 938 (CEMS) that the comparison group was exactly the same for both studies.



REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS:



Average Gross Load Impacts:  

Per Participant: Peak: -6.90 kW (-6.90 kW per designated unit; - 0.318 realization rate�);  

Energy:  - 37,975 kWh  (- 37,975 kWh per designated unit;  -0.221 realization rate).

 Average  Net Load Impacts:

Per Participant: Peak: -6.78 kW (-6.78 kW per designated unit;  -0.312 realization rate);  

Energy: - 37,344 kWh (- 37,344 kWh per designated unit;  -0.218 realization rate). 



Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  0.982;  Energy:  0.983



Table C-11 requires that end-use impacts be allocated and reported.  The gross load impacts are allocated by end use on page 9 of the study.  Since the NTG approach did not address each measure or end-use, the net load impacts are reported only at the ìper participantî level.



Average Gross End-Use Load Impacts



Motors: Peak:  -0.0 kW (-0.0 kW per designated unit; no realization rate reported);

	Energy:  -00 kWh (-00 kWh per designated unit; no realization rate reported).

Lighting:  Peak:  -4.62 kW (-4.62 kW per designated unit; no realization rate reported);

Energy:  -25,443 kWh (-25,443 kWh per designated unit; no realization rate reported).

Other:  Peak: -2.28 kW (-2.28 kW per designated unit; no realization rate reported);

Energy:  -12,532 kWh (-12,532 kWh per designated unit; no realization rate reported).



ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS



The study methodology is a based on a ìdifference of differencesî Load Impact Regression Model (LIRM) to estimate net load impacts.  It is based on an attempted census of all participants and a comparison group of 450 1994  Commercial sector non-participants.  The comparison group had on-site data available on them, but the data were not used to any great extent in the evaluation.  The LIRM was a simple model run on each participant (N=15) and comparison site (N=407) individually and then summed and averaged for a per-participant value.  The average participant load impact was adjusted by the comparison group changes in consumption over the same time period. The results indicate that both groups appear to have increased consumption from the pre to post period, but none of the results were statistically significant.



Evaluation Issues: As with the CEMS study, many of the census of audit participants went on to take measures and incentives under other Industrial sector programs (16 of 48).  However, due to the minimum measurement protocol requirements for a LIRM of  12 months pre and 9 months post-participation billing data, only 15 industrial participating customers were available for the regression. Statistically significant load impacts were very unlikely, given the lack of reported measure installation and behavioral changes and the variance in consumption of industrial customers.  



Nevertheless, the use of an available comparison group (from the CEMS study # 938 and the CEEI study # 923) appears to have been overly cavalier (p.4).   No effort is made to explain how the action of these commercial customers was or could have been expected to reflect a valid comparison for 15 specific industrial customers.  The changes in weather and non-weather adjusted consumption for this group makes almost no difference to the net-to-gross ratio, and the results remain very statistically insignificant, but the approach does not meet the letter of the Protocols or establish a strong basic approach to creating comparison groups.  It appears that the Company wanted to use the ìdifference of differencesî approach to estimating net load impacts, but that since there was no IEEI comparison group, they substituted the CEEI comparison group in order to carry out the approach.



CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS



Measurement Protocols: Most measurement protocols as found in Protocol Table C-11 were complied with, except that the ìComparison Groupî Section # 1 requires that if a comparison group is used as for the EEI program, it should be from the ìcorresponding sector.î  In this case a same-year CEEI comparison group was chosen to represent, at best, a general economic activity level.  



The load impacts were allocated to end-uses as required by C-11, but not through the LIRM or calibrated engineering estimation techniques as required.  



The peak impacts were based on load factors derived from CEC data .



Tables 6 and 7 Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are included in the study and contain the required data, where applicable.  Judgments on the influential outliers that were excluded appear fully justified.



RECOMMENDATION



It is recommended that the load impact study be accepted as an ex post measurement study for this Performance Adder program, given that the missing required elements would not appreciably affect the outcome of the study.

� Negative numbers in the reported results refer to the fact that the load impacts appear to have resulted in increased consumption.

� Negative numbers in the reported results refer to the fact that the load impacts appear to have resulted in increased consumption.
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