MEMO





To:                       �
Don Schultz, CPUC/ORA�
�
From:�
Ben Bronfman,  ORA Evaluation Consultant�
�
Date:�
June 10, 1997  �
�
Subject:�
Review Memo for SDG&E Study  # 977:  Residential EMS�
�



REVIEW SUMMARY


1. Utility:  Dan Diego Gas & Electric			Study ID: 977


Program and PY: Residential Energy Management Services: PY1995


End Use(s): Primary analysis at Program level for each services program; impacts allocated to each end 


use within program.


2.  Utility Study Title:  “1995 Residential Energy Management Services: First Year Load impact Evaluation.”


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-11


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


Retroactive Waivers: None. 


5.  Reported Impact Results:


Average Gross Load Impacts:  


Per Participant: Demand: .0059 kW (realization rate: 1.09); Energy: 88.32 kWh (realization rate: 4.72); 


	Gas: 21.84 therms (realization rate: 3.27)


Average Net Load Impacts:


Per Participant: Demand: -0.001 kW (realization rate: 0.0); Energy: -15.6 kWh (realization rate: 0.0);


	Gas: 18.96 therms (realization rate: 2.84).


Net-to-Gross Ratios: Demand: 0.0; Energy: 0.0; Gas: 0.9.


6.  Review Findings:


Conformity with Protocols: The study is in substantial conformity with the measurement protocols; but is partially in conformity with the reporting protocols. Table 6 results are reported for the program as a whole, and do not separate out measures and practices for each major end use. Major end uses, (measures), however, are broken out in the body of the report.


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


7. Recommendations: Although the study results are not reported in complete Table 6 requirements, the 


study appears to be in general conformity with the spirit of the protocols.  Results are acceptable 	as a requirement for consideration for performance adder incentives. �



OVERVIEW





This study analyzed two major components of the residential Direct Assistance Program: the ENERGRAPH (onsite) Audit, and the Mail-In Audit.  The analysis was a variant of a Load Impact Regression Model, with a sample of nonparticipating households who responded to the Home Energy Survey for 1995.  A separate survey was conducted for DAP participants.  The analysis attempted a census of customers.








REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS:





Load Impacts were estimated for measures, but not for practices as required by the Protocols. 





Average Gross Load Impacts:  


Per Participant: Demand: .0059 kW (realization rate: 1.09); Energy: 88.32 kWh (realization rate: 4.72); Gas: 21.84 therms (realization rate: 3.27)





Average Net Load Impacts:


Per Participant: Demand: -0.001 kW (realization rate: 0.0); Energy: -15.6 kWh (realization rate: 0.0); Gas: 18.96 therms (realization rate: 2.84).





Net-to-Gross Ratios: Demand: 0.0; Energy: 0.0; Gas: 0.9.








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.  It is gratifying to see a utility start with the assumption of attempting a census of participants and (Survey Respondent) nonparticipants. Substantial, but documented sample attrition occurred, with the final sample sizes being 1,796 ENERGRAPH participants, 7,185 Mail-In Audit participants, and 2,163 households in the comparison group.





Data for practices was gathered as part of the survey(s), but the analysts felt that the information was not amenable for further analysis.  Annual Gas and Electric savings were estimated separately (separate regressions), and the structure of the equations allowed for estimation of major end uses (electric and gas space heating, electric and gas water heat, electric space cooling, and miscellaneous).  Weather information was included in the regressions.  Rather than use a “dead band” approach in the time series to bracket possible actions by participants, the analysts used a “best fit” approach.  In this approach regressions were run for each month in 1995, changing the indicator (dummy) variable each time.  The month with the lowest mean squared error was selected to be month where the adoption took place. 





Results are intuitively in line with other similar utility programs, with little or no savings from these types of programs.  Higher savings in the ENERGRAPH population is attributed by the authors to the method by which participants were recruited into the ENERGRAPH group: high bill complaints were a common method.  








RECOMMENDATION





Technically, the utility should have filed a formal request to be excused from reporting the “practices” Designated Unit as required by Table C-11.  However, because the utility provided some explanation in the report, and because this is a performance adder program, the study should be accepted as fulfillment of the requirement for consideration of performance adder payments.








Attachments:  None


