MEMO





To:                       �
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA�
�
From:�
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant�
�
Date:�
May 23, 1997  �
�
Subject:�
Review Memo for SDG&E Study  # 971:  NRNC�
�



REVIEW SUMMARY


1. Utility:  San Diego Gas and Electric                        			Study ID: 971


Program and PY:  Nonresidential New Construction Program;  PY95 (and 94)


End Use(s):  Lighting,  HVAC, other (whole building = DU)


2.  Utility Study Title:  ì1995 Nonresidential New Construction Program:  First-Year Load Impact Evaluationî 


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


4. Applicable Protocols: Tables 5, 6, 7, and C-8 


Study Completion: March 5, 1997	  		Required Documentation Received:   Yes


Retroactive Waivers:   February 19, 1997 allowed the 1995 program year load impact study to be used to true up for the 1994 PY and permitted the DU to be the ìwhole building.î 


5.  Reported Impact Results:


Average Annual Gross Load Impacts: 


Peak:  8,469 kW (29.7 kW per designated unit; 1.10  realization rate).   Energy:  47,686,000 kWh (167,321 kWh per designated unit; 1.52 realization rate).  





Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:


Peak:  4,977 kW (17.5 kW per designated unit; 0.75 realization rate).  Energy:  28,200,000 kWh (98,948 kWh per designated unit; 1.03 realization rate)  





Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  0.59;  Energy:  0.59.





7.  Review Findings:


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


reporting protocols.


Acceptability of Study results: This important study needs a verification report completed on it, although there are no issues raised in this Review Memo to suggest serious problems.


Recommendations:  Pending a verification report, the recommendation is to accept the results as filed.  








OVERVIEW





The Nonresidential New Construction Program (NRNC) 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.  The Companyís earnings claim for 1995 for this program were $5,454,000 or 15% of all earnings.  





In general, the Company and their contractor appear to have provided a detailed load impact study that is in good conformity with the measurement and reporting protocols. 





The California utilities are proposing a modification to the measurement  protocols for Nonresidential New Construction programs that would eliminate the use of billing data to calibrate the DOE-2 energy simulation results, due to alleged problems and costs associated with this process.  Study 971 did not calibrate the DOE-2 model results (p. 4-3), not because of problems with the billing data, but because the output of the engineering models was calibrated to actual billing data in the Load Impact Regression Model (LIRM) into which engineering models fed the model-based engineering estimates.  There is no evidence from this study that the calibration requirement in the measurement  protocols needs to changed.





REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS:





The results reported are for the 285 buildings treated in 1995.  The information collected on these participants will also be used to true-up PY94 load impacts according to the retroactive waiver of February 19, 1997.





Average Annual Gross Load Impacts: 


Peak:  8,469 kW (29.7 kW per designated unit; 1.10  realization rate).   Energy:  47,686,000 kWh (167,321 kWh per designated unit; 1.52 realization rate).  





Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:


Peak:  4,977 kW (17.5 kW per designated unit; 0.75 realization rate).  Energy:  28,200,000 kWh (98,948 kWh per designated unit; 1.03 realization rate)  





Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  0.59;  Energy:  0.59.





ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS





This study employed a Load Impact Regression Model to estimate the gross load impacts of the program, and a ìdifference of differencesî approach to estimate net load impacts.  The sampling procedure was to attempt a census of participants, and to match similar nonparticipants to the participants.  The evaluators completed on-site data collection visits to 253 of the participants and 158 nonparticipants to provide input to a DOE-2 based model called SitePro.  This software permits simulations of the Title 24 baseline and the as built/as operated  building.  This was done for both participants and nonparticipant buildings.  The output was used in a Statistically Adjusted Engineering regression model for both participants and nonparticipants as the engineering priors.  The result was a set of gross estimates of load impacts beyond Title 24 for both groups.  Because the actual non-programmatic baseline is above Title 24, the estimated gross load impacts appear inflated, but the large NTG reduces the overall impact, because the nonparticipants were also, in fact, substantially above the minimum Title 24 baseline.





The contractor approached net load impacts with three methods.  The first was a self-report survey that was based on a single question, with arbitrary weighting of responses.  The second was a ìdifference of differencesî approach to comparing the efficiency levels chosen by participants and those chosen by nonparticipants.  The third was an efficiency decision modeling effort with a double Mills ratio approach to handling self-selection.  This last approach resulted in some unstable and non-credible NTG estimates for some end-uses.  In the version of the Study presented to support the earnings claim, the Company decided to use the ìdifference of differencesî methodology, with a resulting NTG ratio of 0.59.





Evaluation Issues:  





This appears to be a very clear, well-argued presentation of a load impact study.  Even approaches that were not selected, such as the efficiency decision modeling were well done.  The SAE model was presented both with and without restrictions on the coefficients, and it reflected stable looking results.  This review found no issues with the study.





CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS





Measurement Protocols: The study is in good conformity to the Protocols of Table C-8 and Table 5.  It used a census approach to sampling, on-site visits to gather data, engineering simulations, billing data to create gross and net estimates of ex post load impacts, and a protocol approved approach to the NTG ratio.





Tables 6 and 7 Reporting Protocols:  The study conforms well with the reporting protocols.





Summary Recommendation:





The importance of this evaluation requires a Verification Report.  Until that is accomplished, or in the absence of such a Verification Report, the recommendation is to accept the claimed load impacts as reported.
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