PG&E POWERSAVING PARTNERS PROGRAM

PY 1996  9th YEAR RETENTION STUDY:

PG&E Study #396a,b,c,d,e,f –R2
FINAL REPORT

TABLE OF CONTENTS


31. Executive Summary


    CADMAC Tables
4

62. Introduction


    Objectives
6

    Program Description
6

    Regulatory Waivers and Filing Variances
7


83. Theoretical Framework and Background


    Retention Rate
9

    Realization Rate
10

    Savings Calculations: Hours of Operation
11

4. Methodology
12
    1.  Perform Site Inspections
12

    2.  Conduct Telephone Surveys
13

    3.  Estimate Realization Rates for Study Measures
13
    4.  Estimate Program Realization Rate and Energy Savings
14
 


165. Results


    Site Visit Results
16


    Telephone Survey Results
18

6. Conclusions and Recommendations
22
Appendix A: PSP PY96 Project List
24




Appendix B: Protocol for Reporting of Results
32

Appendix C: Sampling Plan
38
Appendix D: Contact Procedure Plan
41
Appendix E: Telephone Interview Surveys
47
Appendix F: Site Visit Surveys
74

1. Executive Summary
This document presents the results of a retention study that evaluates the energy savings verified for Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s PowerSaving Partners (PSP) Program for program year 1996 (PY96).  The PSP program is designed to provide Pacific Gas and Electric Company customers with an opportunity to purchase “turnkey” energy efficiency services supplied by privately-owned energy services companies. 

This study verifies peak-demand (kW) and annual energy (kWh) savings for the measures installed in PY96.  The study documents the ninth year of performance of PY96 projects, and realization rates are provided to calculate the fourth AEAP Earnings Claim.  The savings were originally claimed in the 1997 AEAP Earnings Claim, and updated in the 1998 and 2001 AEAP Earnings Claims.  The measures evaluated include:

· Commercial Lighting Efficiency

· Institutional Lighting Efficiency

· Commercial Lighting Controls

In accordance with a CADMAC-compliant Protocol (Appendix B), effective useful life (EUL) values have not been estimated in this retention study.  As PSP has never defined any ex ante measure effective useful lives (EULs) and has never used these values to determine annual energy savings, no attempt was made to quantify ex post measure EULs in this retention study. This approach is consistent with all previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies.  CADMAC Protocol Tables 6 and 7 are provided on Pages 4 - 5.
For PSP PY96 third earnings claim program accomplishments (filed in the 2001 AEAP Proceedings), Pacific Gas and Electric Company claimed 5,468 kW and 40,758 MWh of gross annual energy savings.  Table 1-1 presents the results of the measurement and verification activities conducted for this retention study for the 4th AEAP Earnings Claim.
Table 1-1: PSP 4th Earnings Claim Summary Table 

	Measure
	3rd Earnings Claim Savings
	 Measured Realization Rates
	4th Earnings Claim Savings

	
	Peak kW
	Annual kWh
	Annual Therms
	Peak kW RR
	Annual kWh RR
	Peak kW
	Annual kWh
	Annual Therms

	Commercial Lighting Efficiency
	2,718
	19,230,745
	0
	0.896
	0.887
	2,435
	17,057,671
	0

	Institutional Lighting Efficiency
	1,114
	6,874,835
	0
	0.834
	0.864
	929
	5,939,857
	0

	Commercial Lighting Controls
	660
	6,918,598
	0
	0.961
	0.956
	634
	6,614,180
	0

	Residential Lighting Efficiency
	627
	4,647,274
	0
	0.834
	0.864
	523
	4,015,245
	0

	Commercial HVAC Motors
	349
	2,837,427
	0
	1.00
	1.00
	349
	2,837,427
	0

	Residential DHW Reset
	0
	0
	253,139
	N/A
	1.00
	0
	0
	253,139

	Industrial VFDs

	0
	249,007
	0
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	249,007
	0

	Total, PY96
Projects
	5,468
	40,757,886
	253,139
	0.891
	0.901
	4,870
	36,713,387
	253,139


CADMAC Protocol Table 6 (Modified)  

	Study Measure
	ex ante Energy Savings1 (kWh)
	ex post Energy Savings
(kWh)
	Fourth Earnings Claim Energy Savings
	Standard Error 

(kWh)
	Upper/Lower Bounds at 80% Confidence Interval 
	Precision at 80% Confidence Interval2
	Realization Rate (Energy)
	“Like” Measures

	Commercial Lighting Efficiency
	19,230,745
	17,057,671
	17,057,671
	1,873,820
	14,659,181 - 19,456,161
	14.1%
	0.887
	N/A

	Institutional Lighting Efficiency
	6,874,835
	5,939,857
	5,939,857
	804,982
	4,909,480 - 6,970,234
	17.3%
	0.864
	Residential Lighting Efficiency

	Commercial Lighting Controls
	6,918,598
	6,614,180
	6,614,180
	789,236
	5,603,958 - 7,624,402
	15.3%
	0.956
	N/A


1.  Source:  All ex ante Energy Savings are from the AEAP 3rd Earnings Claim.
2.  Note: p-values are not applicable for this study, as there is no ex ante hypothesis to prove or reject.
CADMAC Protocol Table 7

	1.  Overview Information
a. PG&E PowerSaving Partners Program PY 1996 9th Year Retention Study; Study ID#396a,b,c,d,e,f -R2

b. PG&E PowerSaving Partners Program; Program Year 1996

c. Commercial Lighting Efficiency, Institutional Lighting Efficiency, and Commercial Lighting Controls

d. Site visits and interviews on a sample of projects within the three measures constituting the largest estimated resource values (78% of total).  This model directly measures the retention levels on a sample, and the results are extrapolated to the entire population of projects within an acceptable uncertainty level (80/20).  Site visits were used to analytically estimate retention rates; interviews obtained qualitative feedback concerning the perception of the program by program participants.
e. Measurement and evaluation activities include 28 site visits and 28 interviews, per Section 4 of the report. 

	2.  Database Management
a. Equipment counts from site visit results; equipment demand (kW) from PG&E Table of Standard Fixture Wattages; hours of operation from most-recent monitored data from project sponsor.
b. All collected data were utilized in the analysis.  No extraneous data were collected.  
c. All site data were tracked by unique PG&E Project Code.  
d. All collected data were utilized in the analysis.  No extraneous data were collected.

	3.  Sampling
a. Random sampling stratified by measure for the three study measures (commercial lighting efficiency, institutional lighting efficiency, and commercial lighting              controls). Eligible population includes all projects within each study measure installed in 1996. Project consists of one energy conservation measure at a unique site. Sampling stratified by estimated resource value. Sampling methodology assumes 80% confidence, 20% precision. Sampling Plan included in Appendix C.

b. Survey instruments consist of a Site Visit Survey Form and a Telephone Interview Form. Both forms included in Appendix D.
c. The key variable is ex post equipment counts.  Retention rates, based on ex post equipment counts, are provided by sample project in Section 5.


	4.  Data Screening and Analysis
a. No outliers or missing data encountered.
b. No background variables were accounted for.

c. Final analysis dataset includes all data from site visits. No data screening was performed; no data was eliminated.
d. Model statistics provided in CADMAC Protocol Table 6, above.

e. Section 4 of the report describes the model used.

f. Data from site visits (observed counts of fixtures) included sampling error (when sampled fixtures < total fixtures in project); hours of operation data assumed to have 10% measurement error, per requirements of PSP monitoring (PSP annual monitoring must achieve 10% precision at the 90% confidence interval, 90/10).  Sampling error accounted for (sample projects, p=28, from entire population of projects, P=361).
g. Data analysis described in Section 4.  No outliers were encountered.

h. No missing data was encountered.

i. Standard error and precision calculations described in Section 4.


2. Introduction

PG&E is preparing its 2006 Annual Earnings Assessment Proceedings (AEAP) at the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for demand-side management (DSM) measures installed in Program Year 1996 (PY96) as part of its PowerSaving Partners (PSP) program. The CPUC has mandated that, beginning in 1994, all pre-PY98 shareholder incentives for California utilities shall be based on post-installation measurement of program savings. To retain consistency in the measurement of savings from installed DSM measures, the California DSM Measurement Advisory Committee (CADMAC) has developed a set of measurement and evaluation protocols: “Protocols and Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings from Demand-Side Management Programs” (Protocols). As part of the CADMAC Protocols, a 9th year retention study is required to assess (a) the length of time the energy conservation measures (ECMs) installed as projects are maintained in operating condition; and (b) the extent to which there has been a significant reduction in the effectiveness of the measures. 

Objectives

The primary goal of this retention study is to estimate the 9th year retention rates and savings realization rates of the PSP-incentivized equipment installed in 1996. The realization rates will be used to adjust the claimed savings and the Resource Benefits, net from the PSP third earnings claim. The adjusted savings will be referred to as the “verified savings”, and will be used to calculate the Resource Benefits, net for the PSP fourth earnings claim. Gross realization rates will be determined by dividing the verified savings by the claimed savings. Thus, the primary metrics to be reported in this Retention Study Report are retention rates, claimed savings (from PSP third earnings claim), verified savings, and realization rates.

Program Description
The PowerSaving Partners (PSP) program is a bidding program that was designed to provide Pacific Gas and Electric Company customers with an opportunity to purchase “turnkey” energy efficiency services supplied by privately-owned energy services companies (ESCOs). The PSP program consists of two phases: the original PSP I program, and PSP II, the Integrated Bid pilot program. 
In March 1992, the CPUC mandated that Pacific Gas and Electric Company implement a pilot bidding program for DSM resources (D.92-03-038). In good faith, Pacific Gas and Electric Company conducted a bid auction, and announced the list of winning bidders in April 1993. The CPUC found the winning DSM contracts to be reasonable in Decisions 93-11-067, 94-04-039, and 95-10-037.

All PSP contracts are based on pay-for-performance terms over a contract life ranging from eight to 10 years. The PowerSaving Partners perform measurement and verification (M&V) of energy savings each contract year before reporting program results. Payments are based on estimated savings and then reconciled according to verified energy savings after one year of operation. If savings are not achieved as projected, payments are modified and future savings projections are adjusted accordingly. A method for collecting overpayments, should they occur, is contained in each contract. This reconciliation process occurs annually throughout the duration of the contracts. 
The M&V plans are consistent with the measurement and evaluation (M&E) protocols adopted by the Commission in all instances where such protocols exist. The Commission emphasized in Decision 93-05-063, p. 75:

Payments to winning bidders do not need to be linked to the completion of specific ex post measurement studies in the same manner as utility earnings. The utilities are expected to apply the basic concepts…, but to allow reasonable differences between these protocols and bidders’ measurement plans and payment schedules.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company has fully complied with the Commission ruling, and created a rigorous energy verification plan as accurate for site-specific savings measurement as the Protocols used for the utility programs.

The Appendices of this report contain confidential customer information and are submitted as such under CPUC Code Section 583.

Regulatory Waivers and Filing Variances
The methodology used to determine the results presented in this Retention Study Report complies with the PSP Retention Study Protocol provided to CADMAC. The revised PSP Retention Study Protocol was designed to comply with the approved PSP AEAP Protocol and the California DSM Measurement Advisory Committee “Protocols and Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings from Demand-Side Management Programs.” 

In general, the CADMAC Protocols were followed with the following exceptions, which have been previously approved by CADMAC:

· As PSP has never defined any ex ante measure effective useful lives (EULs) and has never used these values to determine annual energy savings, no attempt was made to quantify ex post measure EULs in this retention study. This approach is consistent with the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies.

· As the PSP Partners (project sponsors) are no longer obligated to submit Annual Reports from which retention data can be obtained, PG&E’s consultant conducted inspections and telephone interviews to support the retention study in lieu of the Annual Reports. This is a variance from the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies, which were completed when Annual Reports were still a requirement for PSP Partners.

3. Theoretical Framework and Background 

As the primary goal of this retention study is to estimate the 9th year retention rates of the equipment installed in 1996, the study was designed with a focus on energy conservation measures, rather than projects or sites. Many PSP projects contain multiple measures, such as lighting efficiency, lighting controls, and HVAC retrofits. Since each of these individual measures may have a different retention rate, each must be studied individually. 

The CADMAC Protocol specifies the number of measures that need to be examined for the retention study:

The measures to be included in the retention study shall be selected from the 

top ten measures, excluding measures that have been identified as miscellaneous (per CADMAC Table C-9), ranked by net resource value or the number of 

measures that constitutes the first 50% of the estimated resource values, 

whichever number of measures is less.

PG&E maintains a database that lists the 361 projects installed under PSP in 1996. The projects are divided into macro-level measures, such as lighting efficiency, but not down to technology-level measures, such as T8 fluorescent lamps versus CFLs. Energy savings are given for each measure, as kWh savings, peak kW savings, and Therm savings. From PG&E’s database, the projects installed in 1996 were sorted and summarized by measure and savings in Table 3-1. The table also includes the estimated resource value for each measure, and the percent total resource value. A complete list of PSP projects installed in 1996, along with each project’s 3rd Earnings Claim savings, is included in Appendix A.

Nexant has subdivided the measures into sectors—commercial, residential, industrial, and institutional. Most of the commercial sites are retail, in the form of supermarkets and drug stores. Commercial measures include lighting efficiency, lighting controls, and an HVAC measure that reduces airflows and resizes motors. The two residential measures include a lighting efficiency measure in common areas of multi-family housing, and domestic hot water reset, also in multi-family housing. Institutional lighting efficiency projects were conducted at facilities such as hospitals, schools and colleges, courthouses and other government buildings, prisons, and an airport. There was only one industrial measure installed in 1996—a variable frequency drive project.

Table 3-1: Estimated Resource Value by Measure/Sector for 1996 PSP Projects
	Measure/Sector
	Annual kWh Savings
	Peak kW Savings
	Therm Savings
	Resource Value
	% Total ($)

	Lighting Efficiency, Commercial
	19,230,745
	2,718
	0
	$1,096,229
	45.8%

	Lighting Efficiency, Institutional
	6,874,835
	1,114
	0
	$401,582
	16.8%

	Lighting Controls, Commercial
	6,918,598
	660
	0
	$370,820
	15.5%

	Lighting Efficiency, Residential
	4,647,274
	627
	0
	$262,339
	11.0%

	HVAC Motors, Commercial
	2,837,427
	349
	0
	$155,958
	6.5%

	Domestic Hot Water Reset, Residential
	0
	0
	253,139
	$95,561
	4.0%

	Variable Frequency Drives, Industrial
	249,007
	0
	0
	$11,867
	0.5%

	Totals
	40,757,886
	5,468
	253,139
	$2,394,356
	100%


Incentive values are not available, as they vary between PSP Partners and program years, making it more difficult to estimate the resource values of the individual projects and measure types. However, resource values were estimated using H-factors and 1996 avoided costs, as specified in each Partner’s contract with PG&E (Contract Appendix 3). 

The measures listed in Table 3-1 are ranked by estimated resource value. From the table, the three largest measures have been selected for measurement and verification activities. The commercial lighting control measures are linked to the lighting efficiency measures, and evaluating this measure adds valuable information to the retention study with little additional effort.  The aggregate energy savings of these three measures is 78% of the program total, far exceeding the 50% threshold specified by CADMAC. 


Lighting efficiency, commercial

45.8%


Lighting efficiency, institutional

16.8%


Lighting controls, commercial
 
15.5%


TOTAL




78.1%
As the aggregate savings from these three measures exceeds the 50% estimated resource value threshold specified by CADMAC, Nexant’s analysis included three study measures: commercial lighting efficiency, commercial lighting controls, and institutional lighting efficiency. Retention rates and realization rates were estimated for these three measures. 

Retention Rate

The retention rate is the primary metric that indicates the degree to which PSP-incentivized equipment is still operating and saving energy nine years after installation.  The 9th year retention rates of the three study measures were estimated by determining the percentage of equipment installed in the PSP program in 1996 that still exists and operates in 2005. 
Retention rates were calculated on a project level, based on the presently existing ex post conditions, compared to the conditions recorded during the post-installation phase of the project—the ex ante conditions. For a hypothetical project in which 100 fixtures were originally replaced with T8 fixtures, if a site visit reveals that 10 of the originally installed lamps have been removed due to tenant improvements, then the ex post condition can be compared to the post-installation condition to indicate 90% retention. 

There are many reasons why originally-installed equipment, such as T8 lamps, may no longer exist or operate.  Examples include office space being remodeled, stores closing, improved technology (such as T5 fixtures) being installed, etc. It was anticipated that less than 100% of the equipment installed in the PSP program would remain installed and operating for less than the operational lives of the equipment. The retention rate is defined as the percentage of equipment installed in 1996 that remains installed and operating in 2005, nine years after its original installation.

On a project level, retention is defined as a PSP-installed measure that still exists and operates. If the 10 lamps that were removed in the hypothetical example were stored on a shelf in a closet, these 10 lamps would not be considered “retained”, since they no longer operate. However, if upon further investigation it is discovered that 20 other lamps within the original population of 100 were replaced over the past year, but with similar T8 lamps (of the same generation, i.e., no improvements in efficiency), then these 20 lamps would be credited towards the PSP retention rate.  PSP should be able to claim savings for these 20 lamps, since the program incentivized the measures at the facility and no other program can claim the savings since programs do not fund like-replacements (such as replacing a T8 with a same-generation T8 lamp).  

However, if the 20 T8 lamps had been replaced with more efficient technology, such as second-generation T8 lamps or T5 fixtures, then the incremental improvement in efficiency of these 20 fixtures would not be attributable to PSP, since the retrofit may have been completed under another program for which it received credit for energy savings.  To avoid the potential of double-counting savings, these 20 lamps would be credited with the energy savings of the original PSP-incentivized project, but not with the incremental improvement in energy savings due to the subsequent T5 or second-generation T8 upgrade. The PSP retention rate would remain at 100% for these 20 fixtures. The definition of retention can thus be refined as “a PSP-installed measure that exists and operates at an efficiency level equal to or better than the equipment incentivized by PSP.”  From this definition, it can be seen that the maximum achievable retention rate is 100%.
Realization Rate
Determination of realization rates is analogous to that of retention rates, except that energy savings are used rather than counts of equipment. For each sample project, two realization rates are determined, one for annual energy (kWh) savings and one for peak-demand (kW) savings.  The following formulas are used to calculate realization rates:


RRkWh = (Verified annual kWh savings) / (Claimed annual kWh savings)


RRkW = (Verified peak-kW savings) / (Claimed peak-kW savings),

where the verified annual kWh savings and peak-demand kW savings are estimated in this retention study, and the claimed annual kWh savings and peak-demand kW savings are the values given in the PSP third earnings claim.  

Section 4 of this report describes the methodology used to determine realization rates by project.  All realization rate calculations are initially performed for the sample projects only, and then aggregated by study measure.  Realization rates were calculated for each of the three study measures by aggregating the verified savings from the sample projects within the study measure and dividing by the claimed savings for the same projects as given in the PSP third earnings claim.  The study measure realization rates are used to determine the verified savings for the PSP Program fourth earnings claim.
Table 3-1 lists the seven measures identified for use in this report.  Three of the seven measures are the study measures.  The remaining four measures not included in the 9th year retention study analysis were divided into two groups: “like measures” and “other measures”. “Like measures” are defined to be measures that are believed to be similar to measures included in the 9th year retention study. Specifically, the lighting efficiency measure in the residential sector is considered a “like measure” to the lighting efficiency measure in the institutional sector. “Like measures” adopt the same realization rate of the similar studied measures to adjust their fourth earnings claim measure energy savings. Thus, the lighting efficiency measure in the residential sector adopts the retention rate of the lighting efficiency measure in the institutional sector for the purpose of adjusting energy savings.

“Other measures” are measures that are different from the measures included in the 9th year retention study. Commercial HVAC motors, domestic hot water reset, and industrial variable frequency drives (VFDs) are classified as “other measures”. Since these “other measures” (representing in aggregate only 11% of the total program estimated resource value) are in end uses not represented in the 9th year retention study, the measures continue to use their third earnings claim energy savings for purposes of calculating the Resource Benefit, net. 

Once the realization rates have been determined for each of the seven measures, the verified annual energy and peak-demand savings are calculated for each measure by multiplying the claimed annual energy savings and peak-demand savings from the 3rd earnings claim by the appropriate realization rate.  Total program-wide verified savings from all PY96 PSP projects is the sum of the verified savings from the seven measures.

Savings Calculations: Hours of Operation

Annual energy savings and peak-demand savings are both calculated for lighting projects from two parameters: the installed kW load of the equipment and the hours of operation of the equipment. As retention studies are concerned only with retention of measures, and not persistence of energy savings, changes in equipment operating hours were not examined.  For this reason, changes to hours of operation—and any changes to energy and demand savings resulting solely from changes to hours of operation—were not measured or calculated for this study. Changes to energy and demand savings reflect changes found in PSP measure retention only; that is, from changes to the installed kW load only.  

Annual energy savings and peak-demand savings, the parameters on which PSP incentives were based, were originally determined from measurement and verification activities performed over a period of several years by the PSP Partners. Hours of operation were the most common parameter measured by the Partners on an annual basis. These results were submitted each year by the Partners, and adjustments to energy savings were made accordingly. The most recent measured hours of operation from the Annual Reports were used in this study whenever needed to calculate annual energy savings or peak-demand savings. This methodology was approved by CADMAC for all previous PSP retention studies. 

4. Methodology
The 1996 PG&E savings claim was comprised of savings from a total of 361 Application Codes, or sites. These sites were aggregated by end use/sector and reported in the 1996 E tables. The 9th year retention study compares the claimed annual energy savings from 1996-installed projects with the verified annual energy savings, from the same projects, persisting in 2005.  The ratio of these two values is the realization rate, which is ultimately calculated for each of the three study measures—commercial lighting efficiency, commercial lighting controls, and institutional lighting efficiency. The following procedure was used in calculating the verified annual energy savings for each site, and the realization rates by study measure.

1.
Perform site inspections on a sample of projects to document retention rates and realization rates by site.


2.
Make any appropriate adjustments to realization rates based on input from telephone interviews and, in some cases, on-site interviews.

3. 
Aggregate the realization rates from the site inspections and telephone surveys to estimate realization rates for each study measure.


4.
Apply the study-measure realization rates to the entire population of PSP projects installed in 1996 to determine verified annual energy savings.

Each step in the retention study methodology is discussed in detail below.

1.  Perform Site Inspections

A random sample of projects was selected within each study measure for site visits. A total of 28 sample projects were selected for site visits. The sample of projects was selected using the sampling methodology presented in Appendix C of this report. Appendix C also contains a list of all projects for which M&V activities were conducted.

Each of the 28 site visits consisted of an inspection to compare the currently existing equipment (ex post equipment) with the original PSP-incentivized equipment (ex ante equipment) as reported in the first Annual Report (submitted by the PSP Partner from nine years earlier). Inspections were performed following the guidelines in the Contact Procedure Plan, which is included in Appendix D of this report.  Lighting tables, containing equipment types and counts by usage group, were obtained from the first Annual Report for the selected sites, and a statistically valid sample of the installed equipment was visually inspected and compared to the lighting table. 
Retention rates were determined for each site by dividing the observed quantity of ex post equipment (such as fixtures, for lighting efficiency projects) by the quantity of like-equipment identified in the first Annual Report for the sample. For example, if the lighting table from the first Annual Report specified 10 T8 fixtures, and the site visit confirmed eight T8 fixtures and two fixtures removed, then the retention rate would be 80%.  The equipment quantities were aggregated for each sample project, and 28 retention rates were determined.  The retention rates are given in Section 5 of this report. 

For each sample project, the sample size (number of lines of fixtures) to be inspected was determined using the standard Acceptable Quality Level (AQL) Table, consistent with the procedures used for pre-installation inspections, post-installation inspections, and annual inspections for PSP. As typical of PSP inspections, the status of the inspection is rated as “Pass” or “Fail”, depending on whether the number of discrepancies from the Annual Report lighting table exceeded the maximum allowable errors indicated in the AQL Table.  Regardless of the Pass/Fail status, retention rates were calculated for each sample project based on the results of the inspected lines of fixtures.
Site visit results are presented in Section 5 of this report.  A copy of the Site Visit Survey Instrument is provided in Appendix D, and the completed Site Visit Surveys are included in Appendix F. 

2.  Conduct Telephone Surveys 

A random and statistically-valid sample of projects was selected for telephone surveys, based on the Sampling Plan provided in Appendix C.  Nexant contacted 28 sample sites, including 14 that also underwent site visits and 14 that did not. For each of the 28 sample projects, Nexant conducted an interview to ascertain the extent to which the original ex ante equipment still exists and operates. The interviewer attempted to determine the status of the installed measures. In any case where it was indicated that the measures were removed, or were no longer in operation, the interviewer attempted to determine when the measures were removed or decommissioned.  The Telephone Survey Instrument is provided in Appendix D of this document.  As discussed in Section 5 of this report, several of the interviews were conducted in-person rather than over the telephone.  For all the interviews, however, the Telephone Survey Instrument was used to complete the survey to ensure consistency.  

The information gleaned from the telephone surveys is largely qualitative. Prior to completing this retention study, it was believed that the telephone surveys could be used to make adjustments to, or to supplement, the results from the site visits.  However, as explained in Section 5, it was difficult to reach anyone who could give definitive information that fully covered the nine-year period over which this study spans. For this reason, it was ultimately decided that no quantitative conclusions would be drawn from the results of the telephone interviews.  
The telephone interviews were successful in providing interesting information that may not have been obtained through site inspections only.  The interview results are provided in Section 5 of this report.

3.  Estimate Realization Rates for Study Measures
After all of the site visits and interviews had been conducted, the realization rates were calculated.  Determination of realization rates is similar to that of the retention rate, but is based on equipment peak-demand and annual energy savings, rather than equipment count. For example, if the selected sample of lines was identified as having a peak-demand savings of 20 kW, and the peak-demand savings found during the inspection was 18 kW, then the peak-demand realization rate for this sample would be 18/20, or 90%. 

For this report, realization rates were determined only at the measure level for the three study measures.

The first step in determining the measure realization rates is to estimate the annual energy savings and peak-period demand savings for each sample project in the measure.  In each sample project, for each line of fixtures selected for the inspection, the total number of fixtures verified in the inspection was multiplied by the fixture load (from the PSP Table of Standard Fixture Wattages), and then multiplied by the hours of operation of the appropriate usage group (each line of fixtures is assigned to a usage group, such as Private Office, Hallway, etc.) from the most-recent Annual Report, submitted by the PSP Partners each program year. This gives the verified annual energy savings, in kWh.  For the same line, the claimed annual energy savings is determined from the first Annual Report claimed fixture quantity, multiplied by the same fixture load and hours of operation as for the verified energy savings. The verified annual energy savings and claimed annual energy savings are aggregated for all the sample projects within a study measure, and the ratio of the verified annual energy savings to the claimed annual energy savings is the annual energy realization rate for the measure.

Similarly, verified peak-demand savings are determined for each inspected line by looking at the energy savings during the peak-demand time-of-use period, divided by the total number of hours in the peak-demand period.  Then the verified peak-demand savings and the claimed peak-demand savings are aggregated for all projects within the study measure, and the peak-demand realization rate for the measure is calculated.

These results are presented in Section 5 of this report.  

4.  Estimate Program Realization Rate and Energy Savings

Once the realization rates from the three study measures have been determined, the program realization rate can be calculated. This is the overall realization rate for all PSP projects installed in 1996. 
Each of the 361 projects installed in 1996 were assigned to a measure, based on the sector and type of energy conservation project (for example, commercial lighting controls, residential lighting efficiency, etc.).  As described in Section 4, the realization rates for the three study measures were applied to the other “like measures”, where appropriate. For projects in “other measures” (representing in aggregate 11% of the total program estimated resource value), the third earnings claim energy savings are used for purposes of calculating the Resource Benefit, net, and no adjustments are made.  

Once the corrections were made to the claimed annual energy savings and to the claimed peak-demand savings, through the application of the measure realization rate assigned to each project, the overall PSP program verified annual energy savings and peak-demand savings were determined. Program-wide results are presented in Section 5 of this report, and were summarized in the Executive Summary. 

An uncertainty analysis was conducted to quantify the level of precision at the prescribed 80% confidence interval.  For each sample project, the three parameters that are used to calculate energy savings are fixture/equipment counts, fixture/equipment wattages, and hours of operation.  Each parameter has some level of uncertainty associated with it, and the uncertainties propagate for each sample project to an overall uncertainty for each study measure.  

Fixture wattages were taken from the PSP Table of Standard Fixture Wattages.  Each fixture wattage is an average value taken from manufacturer product specifications.  The actual wattage of each fixture in an installed project may vary slightly from the average, but at a project level it is expected that very little uncertainty is involved from using the PSP Table of Standard Fixture Wattages.  No uncertainty was attributed to this parameter.

Hours of operation were not measured in this retention study.  The hours of operation used to determine realization rates came from monitored hours of operation from the PSP Partners’ most recent annual report.  As the monitored hours must meet PSP’s statistical criteria of 10% precision at 90% confidence (90/10), it is assumed that all values of hours of operation contain a 10% uncertainty.  This is conservative, as the actual measured uncertainty may have been less than 10%.  Also, a 10% uncertainty value at 90% confidence yields better than (less than) 10% uncertainty at 80% confidence.  The uncertainty could have been adjusted using the Z-factors associated with 80% confidence versus 90% confidence, but a 10% uncertainty value was used to be conservative.  It is also assumed that whatever minimal uncertainty is associated with the fixture wattages will be more than accounted for by assuming a 10% uncertainty in the hours of operation.
The final parameter is fixture counts.  For each selected line in each sample project, all fixtures in the line were counted during the site visit.  Thus, there is no measurement uncertainty associated with this parameter.  There is, however, uncertainty from observing only a sample of the total number of lines in all the PY96 projects.  Thus, sampling uncertainty was accounted for, using standard statistical equations.  

Uncertainty for each study measure was determined from the square root of the sum of the squares of the sampling uncertainty (associated with the fixture counts) and the 10% measurement uncertainty (associated with the hours of operation).  Precision levels, and upper and lower bounds, were then calculated by applying the Z-statistic at the 80% confidence interval to the standard error of each study measure.  The results were summarized in CADMAC Protocol Table 6, on Page 4 of this report.  The precision levels ranged from 14% to 17% (at the specified 80% confidence interval) for the three study measures.  All were within the original goal of meeting a 20% precision level at the 80% confidence interval.
5. Results

The analytical results of this retention study were derived from the site visits performed in the course of completing the study.  Qualitative results were obtained through telephone interviews.  
Site Visit Results

Of the PSP projects installed in 1996, 28 were randomly selected for site inspections.  The inspections followed the methodology outlined in Section 4 of this report.  Results of the site visits are summarized in Table 5-1. The inspection “Status” column denotes whether the site passed or failed the inspection, based on the criteria presented in Section 4 of this report. Regardless of whether the inspection passed or not, the count of equipment (T8 lamps, occupancy sensors, etc.) found during the site visit was compared to the count of equipment reported in the first Annual Report for the selected lines.  The ratio is the retention rate.  Appendix F includes additional details for each site visit.

Table 5-1: Inspection Results by Sample Project

[image: image1.emf]PG&E Project 

Code

Study 

Measure

Number 

of lines 

total

Number 

of lines 

inspected

Number 

of Errors

Pass/Fail 

Status

Retention 

Rate

PNOSAE749E Com LE 129 20 3 Pass 92%

PNOSAE785E Com LE 98 20 3 Pass 100%

PNOSAE933E Com LE 114 20 8 Fail 98%

PNOSAE956E Com LE 144 20 1 Pass 100%

PPROTHR311 Com LE 46 8 2 Fail 91%

PPROTHR541 Com LE 36 8 2 Fail 100%

PPROTHR613 Com LE 54 13 1 Pass 100%

PPROTHR765 Com LE 68 13 1 Pass 100%

PNOSAE286E Com LE 97 20 1 Pass 100%

PNOSAE111E Com LE 77 13 1 Pass 93%

PNOSAE979E Com LE 103 20 10 Fail 81%

PPROTHR628 Com LE 46 8 1 Pass 99%

PPROTHR572 Com LE 82 13 5 Fail 100%

PPROTHR646 Com LE 68 13 5 Fail 92%

PPROTHR756 Com LE 71 13 0 Pass 100%

PPROTHR775 Com LE 53 13 3 Fail 95%

PALAHOSH10 Inst LE 180 32 1 Pass 48%

PALAHOSR09 Inst LE 71 13 0 Pass 100%

PALAHOSR26 Inst LE 15 2 1 Fail 100%

PALAHOSR01 Inst LE 125 20 4 Fail 99%

PALAHOSR25 Inst LE 12 2 0 Pass 99%

PSANAIRRSE Inst LE 123 20 5 Fail 100%

PNOSAE638C Com LC 80 13 2 Pass 94%

PNOSAE761C Com LC 50 8 0 Pass 100%

PNOSAE768C Com LC 108 20 18 Fail 100%

PNOSAE256C Com LC 123 20 5 Fail 100%

PNOSAE933C Com LC 114 20 8 Fail 100%

PNOSAE969C Com LC 89 13 8 Fail 82%

 

The results from the projects identified in Table 5-1 were aggregated for the three study measures, in order to calculate retention rates and realization rates for the three study measures:

· Lighting efficiency in commercial applications

· Lighting efficiency in institutional applications

· Lighting controls in commercial applications

Table 5-2 presents the resulting retention rates and realization rates by study measure.

Table 5-2: Retention Rates and Realization Rates for Study Measures
	Study Measure
	Retention Rate
	Peak-kW Realization Rate
	Annual kWh Realization Rate

	Commercial Lighting Efficiency
	95.5%
	0.896
	0.887

	Institutional Lighting Efficiency
	76.9%
	0.834
	0.864

	Commercial Lighting Controls
	94.9%
	0.961
	0.956


The realization rates were then applied to all the PSP projects installed in 1996, based on each project’s categorization in one of seven measures.  Projects categorized in any of the three study measures were assigned the realization rates of that study measure.  Projects categorized in the residential lighting efficiency measure, as a “like measure”, were assigned the realization rates of the institutional lighting efficiency study measure.  Projects categorized in any of the remaining three “other measures”—commercial HVAC motors, residential domestic hot water reset, and industrial variable frequency drives (VFDs)—were assigned realization rates of 1.0.

The 9th year verified annual energy savings and peak-demand savings were then calculated for each project by applying the appropriate realization rate to the claimed savings from the PSP third earnings claim.  Project savings were then aggregated and rolled up into the overall PSP program savings for all projects installed in 1996. 

Table 5-3: Summary Table 

	Measure
	Claimed Savings
	Realization Rates
	Verified Savings

	
	Peak kW
	Annual kWh
	Annual Therms
	Peak kW RR
	Annual kWh RR
	Peak kW
	Annual kWh
	Annual Therms

	Commercial Lighting Efficiency
	2,718
	19,230,745
	0
	0.896
	0.887
	2,435
	17,057,671
	0

	Institutional Lighting Efficiency
	1,114
	6,874,835
	0
	0.834
	0.864
	929
	5,939,857
	0

	Commercial Lighting Controls
	660
	6,918,598
	0
	0.961
	0.956
	634
	6,614,180
	0

	Residential Lighting Efficiency
	627
	4,647,274
	0
	0.834
	0.864
	523
	4,015,245
	0

	Commercial HVAC Motors
	349
	2,837,427
	0
	1.00
	1.00
	349
	2,837,427
	0

	Residential DHW Reset
	0
	0
	253,139
	N/A
	1.00
	0
	0
	253,139

	Industrial VFDs

	0
	249,007
	0
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	249,007
	0

	Total, 1996-Installed Projects
	5,468
	40,757,886
	253,139
	0.891
	0.901
	4,870
	36,713,387
	253,139


On December 8, 2005, Nexant’s representative met with the Corporate Energy Manager of a customer with many sites and projects in the PSP program.  The meeting was held to discuss the remodeling status of the sites selected for telephone interviews, site visits, and site visit and phone interviews.  The Corporate Energy Manager anticipated that it may be very difficult to interview the individual store managers over the phone during store hours, as they are usually very busy and some managers may not have been at a store long enough to be helpful in answering questions regarding the PSP Program.  Most of the store managers may not be aware of this incentive program, as its initial remodeling work dates back nine years.

The Corporate Energy Manager’s assistant helped the inspector look for the status of the selected stores to check for any remodeling work that was performed in recent years, especially any projects that had involved an expansion of the facility or a remodel that would require that lighting fixtures be replaced.  The majority of the stores selected that are listed on the database as being remodeled have undergone what is known as a “Lifestyle” remodel.  In a Lifestyle remodel, the complete store is transformed using warmer, brighter spotlights—such as newly-installed metal halide lamps—to highlight the store’s merchandise.  In addition, the main sales floor areas are usually expanded and some departments are relocated in the store to accommodate the remodel.  In some stores, the main sales floor fixtures are completely changed after the remodel.

Telephone Survey Results

There were two major difficulties encountered with the telephone survey. The first problem was identifying the best person to interview. For the commercial sites, the interviewer generally requested the store manager for the interview. However, it was found that most of the store managers had only been with the store for a couple years. Almost none had been there when the original lighting measures were installed. The store managers who had been with the store for only a few years were, in general, not able to provide the information requested. In these situations, Nexant attempted to identify another employee who had been with the store longer. When such an employee could be identified, Nexant interviewed this person rather than the store manager. The employees that had been with the stores longer were often able to provide very useful information.

Another problem encountered with the phone interviews was actually reaching the store manager. Often they were not available or indicated they did not have time to complete the interview, even though Nexant’s caller stated that the interview would take less than 10 minutes. It was found in some cases that interviewing store workers on-site was the only way to collect the information required. For this reason, several of the sites identified for telephone surveys actually had the surveys conducted on-site, rather than over the telephone. It was found that by showing up at the store, the store manager was much more cooperative in completing the survey. In addition, it was easier for the store manager to identify another employee who may have been with the store longer. The store manager could mention, for example, that a certain worker had been with the store for many years, and Nexant’s interviewer could then walk over to the worker and interview the person identified. 

In addition to the randomly-selected telephone interviews, Nexant interviewed the Corporate Energy Manager a customer with many sites.  The Corporate Energy Manager said he would be hesitant to participate in another incentive program like PSP, because he claims that some of the remodeling work the stores did over the years have cost them millions of dollars of lost incentives in the program.  Due to the ever-changing nature of the commercial retail industry, remodels are a common practice, and they were restricted from or penalized for performing renovations to their stores.

There were six similar stores in the interview sample.  Of the six, four stated that the lighting efficiency and lighting controls measures installed under the PSP program were still largely in place and operating similarly to what it was nine years ago.  The remaining two stores reported that they had undergone renovations to make them “Lifestyle” stores.  The “Lifestyle” stores are somewhat more upscale, and use “warmer” incandescent lighting for accents and spotlighting, rather than fluorescent lighting.  For these two stores, many of the original T8 fluorescent lamps were removed and replaced with metal halide incandescent lighting.  The “Lifestyle” remodels tend to keep the overall store layout the same, although some departments are expanded.  

Of the four stores that had not undergone remodeling, one noted that a remodel was scheduled for March 2006, and another stated that there are plans to build a new store adjacent to the old one, with the old one being torn down once the new store is open.  The manager did not know when this was expected to occur.  There were several comments from the stores regarding the equipment installed in the PSP program.  Below are some of the comments received:

“The lights have performed well, but some of the lamp coverings and fixtures have degraded over the years.”

“The lights have been great.  We’ve had no problems with them at all.”

“The old PSP lights were okay, but I like the lights after the [Lifestyle] remodel in September 2005 much better.”

A second similar group consisted of three stores in the interview sample. All three of the stores report that the PSP-incentivized lighting equipment has not changed over the past nine years, and usage patterns (hours of operation) have not changed significantly either.  There were reports of store remodels, but the remodeling did not include the lighting equipment, with the possible exception of the perimeter lighting in one store.  The comments from the stores regarding the PSP program lighting measures were very positive, including:

“The lights have performed well.”

“The lights have been terrific; we have not had any problems with the lighting equipment at this store.”

The interview sample included a store that has undergone a change in ownership.  The interviewer talked to the store’s Energy Manager, who reported that the lighting in the store had not changed during the past nine years.  He reported that the usage has remained the same, but that there are plans to tear the store down completely and rebuild it.  No date was provided.  The Energy Manager commented:

“[I] wish there were kWh-based incentives that were more flexible.  This contract tied the company to a setup where no changes could be made at the affected stores.  [We] would not sign another contract like this one again because of the inflexibility of the contract.  Also, [we] will not sign another contract like that with a third-party firm…, but would rather get incentives directly from PG&E.”

One auto dealership, classified as a commercial customer, was interviewed.  The store Controller reported that the PSP-incentivized lighting was still installed and operating as before.  There have been no changes to the store, other than the addition of a rental car building added four years ago.  This building did not affect the lighting equipment.  The interviewee noted:

“The lights have been great.  We’d like to know more about other PG&E programs.”

Two interviews were completed for an institutional customer (a local government), one for a jail and one for a hospital.  For the jail, the lighting equipment incentivized by PSP remains in place and operating according to the same schedule as nine years ago.  The interviewee added that jails are very difficult to remodel, as it is hard to move the inmates around, and there is really no budget to do that kind of work.  

For the hospital, the project selected for the interview was in a building that has reduced operation.  The interviewee noted that the original equipment should still be in place, but several areas of the building have been vacated.  Thus, there would be reduced usage of the equipment from nine years ago.  Comments from the local government representative include:

“The lights have been working great, as expected.”

“It would be great if this [PSP] program would be brought back at some point, as the incentives levels were very attractive.”

The results indicate that retention is high, despite the fact that most of the projects were in commercial retail facilities, which are notorious for store closures, remodeling, and other major changes that would negatively impact the lighting measures installed in the stores under the PSP program.  Most of the facilities had not undergone any major remodeling that affected the PSP-incentivized equipment.  However, several noted that major revisions were planned for the near future.  This would indicate that retention levels are high after nine years, but may drop off significantly in the years following.  
It is unclear whether retention is higher than it otherwise would be due to the restrictions placed on the customers by the PSP Partners—such as not allowing the stores to make major changes that would affect the equipment.  Considering that several of the stores had made major changes, it is reasonable to assume that these restrictions had minimal impact on retention.
As previously mentioned, it was difficult to identify people who actually remembered the equipment being installed nine years earlier, but those who did had an overall favorable view of the PSP program, and of the installed equipment.  The only complaint received noted the inflexibility of the contract they signed with the PSP Partner, limiting their ability to make changes to the store.  Despite the complaint, the respondent would still considering participating in other demand-side management programs, provided they could receive incentives directly from the utility.  Appendix E contains the Telephone Survey documents with complete answers by site.  

6. Conclusions and Recommendations

The results of this 9th year retention study indicate that the lighting measures installed in 1996 through the PSP program remain largely intact.  High retention rates were found in all three of the study applications—commercial lighting efficiency, institutional lighting efficiency, and commercial lighting controls.  These retention rates show that not only are the 1996-installed measures still installed and operating, but that they are also still saving electrical energy over the baseline lighting equipment.  

The high levels of retention were somewhat surprising for the commercial measures.  Commercial space, and especially commercial retail, is notorious for undergoing renovations, changing owners and operational profiles, and closing down completely.  Nexant’s analysis indicates that nine years after measure installation, 96% of commercial lighting efficiency and 95% of commercial lighting controls are still in place, operating, and saving energy.  These high retention rates are likely due in large part to the fact that the stores’ contracts with the PSP Partners required them to maintain their PSP-installed lighting.  Changes to the PSP equipment resulted in penalties to the store.  It appears that, short of closing down completely, stores did not undergo changes that would reduce the retention rates of the installed equipment.  However, it appears from conversations with store managers that many stores are planning major renovations over the next couple years.  Thus, retention rates could be substantially different in one or two years’ time.  
Retention rates were high in most of the institutional lighting efficiency sample projects, with the exception of one.  One of the projects randomly selected for the sample consisted of a mostly-vacated wing of a hospital.  In this section of the hospital, the hallway lights were mainly the only lights operating.  Although the PSP-incentivized equipment appeared to remain largely in place, since it no longer operated, savings can no longer be attributed to these measures.  Thus, the retention rate for this project was low.  Results from this one project lowered the results for the entire institutional lighting efficiency study measure. 

Realization rates, in which the ex post energy savings are compared to the ex ante savings, were between 0.83 and 0.96 for the study measures, for an overall program realization rate of 0.90 based on energy savings, and 0.89 based on peak-demand savings. The results of this retention study demonstrate the success of the design and implementation of the PSP Program.  Given the original goals of the PSP Program—designed over a decade ago—the results of this study show that the program has met with substantial success.  With consistently high realization rates, the program has achieved high levels of energy savings that have persisted for all nine years since the study measures were installed in 1996.  

Realization rates, while an important metric in determining persistence of energy savings, do not tell the complete story.  In addition to the site visits that were performed for this study to calculate realization rates, telephone interviews were conducted in order to qualitatively assess the success of the PSP Program.  The telephone interviews, however, presented a difficult challenge in identifying a person at each site who was able to provide useful information.  Considering that the measures were installed nine years ago, many employees at each site had moved on and could not be located for the survey.  For the few employees who had remained at the project site for the last nine years, often they had no recollection of the measures being installed nine years earlier.  Many responses were limited to an assessment of the current lighting conditions.
However, there were some useful comments from the telephone surveys.  Overall, the participants were satisfied with the PSP Program, and with the installed lighting equipment.  Several were interested in learning about other incentive programs that PG&E offered.  The overwhelmingly favorable opinion held by the customers is encouraging, and is a lasting tribute to the success of the PSP Program.  
Some constructive criticism was also given.  One customer commented that the contract they had to sign with the PSP Partner limited their ability to make changes to their stores.  They indicated that this was an inconvenience that they would not accept for future programs.  The customer would be interested in future incentive programs, but only ones in which they could directly receive incentives from PG&E, rather than through a third party.  They would also want more flexibility that would allow them to make changes to their stores when necessary.  
It appears that this flexibility has already been incorporated in PG&E’s program offerings, as long-term contracts such as those required in PSP are no longer standard practice.  It is recommended that any future programs that wish to include the commercial retail market segment should consider this type of flexibility in the program design.  Programs with shorter performance periods are much more appealing to this fast-changing market segment, in particular.
APPENDIX A
PSP PY96 Project List

	Measure
	Site / PG&E Project Code
	3rd Earnings Claim Peak kW
	3rd Earnings Claim Annual kWh
	3rd Earnings Claim Therms

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB04E
	18.07
	145,645.62
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB07E
	43.01
	343,493.06
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB10E
	27.13
	217,019.15
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB11E
	33.74
	271,338.80
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB12E
	28.52
	228,339.40
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB15E
	42.67
	342,745.27
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNONOOB17E
	18.08
	146,650.74
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSA1109E
	70.24
	573,540.81
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSA1125E
	56.73
	461,578.02
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSA1205E
	26.64
	218,421.27
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSA1206E
	24.96
	196,075.75
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE111E
	28.44
	241,689.42
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE256E
	23.69
	203,778.85
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE262E
	29.89
	248,561.14
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE269E
	26.15
	202,939.41
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE273E
	43.34
	346,393.47
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE278E
	51.78
	418,756.43
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE279E
	41.94
	340,334.39
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE286E
	36.15
	295,746.20
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE302E
	25.19
	206,737.44
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE318E
	25.03
	208,187.87
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE640E
	29.49
	246,323.90
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE706E
	38.55
	318,259.00
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE723E
	26.75
	219,630.01
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE749E
	34.33
	276,362.44
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE759E
	31.12
	253,310.72
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE761E
	27.87
	232,768.57
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE783E
	12.48
	112,868.51
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE785E
	67.56
	536,157.87
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE904E
	42.91
	355,692.35
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE909E
	37.85
	313,106.92
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE915E
	26.75
	236,554.90
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE917E
	48.35
	411,590.96
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE918E
	7.37
	62,575.21
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE933E
	30.79
	243,858.61
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE939E
	41.52
	335,939.75
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE950E
	30.04
	227,508.07
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE956E
	38.94
	308,980.48
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE979E
	30.94
	245,419.86
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PNOSAE995E
	34.35
	281,067.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTAR313
	35.85
	250,538.73
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTAR314
	38.27
	271,963.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR062
	23.85
	146,926.04
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR079
	22.66
	137,812.93
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR081
	32.78
	199,735.30
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR091
	26.10
	161,193.80
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR192
	22.22
	135,915.69
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR203
	27.85
	168,858.82
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR310
	35.28
	217,861.18
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR311
	9.03
	55,589.22
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR317
	32.13
	194,776.03
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR345
	26.25
	159,037.92
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR357
	23.65
	144,684.23
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR431
	31.91
	192,808.38
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR453
	12.63
	76,704.59
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR456
	31.87
	192,558.52
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR459
	4.07
	24,177.02
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR461
	38.84
	235,031.86
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR466
	35.10
	214,055.80
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR470
	27.64
	168,565.05
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR47X
	4.66
	27,948.30
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR480
	41.62
	254,584.11
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR494
	16.64
	100,863.81
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR49X
	35.05
	210,970.69
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR526
	30.88
	186,589.12
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR532
	25.38
	155,616.74
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR541
	26.83
	162,777.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR563
	12.93
	76,274.69
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR566
	20.17
	123,169.69
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR567
	16.00
	96,645.81
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR572
	4.71
	28,699.95
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR594
	16.56
	100,739.85
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR597
	19.55
	118,945.55
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR600
	16.80
	102,111.81
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR613
	10.86
	66,752.94
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR625
	7.08
	44,004.29
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR626
	6.73
	41,170.31
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR628
	6.14
	37,495.51
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR630
	6.24
	38,677.07
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR635
	6.47
	38,769.50
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR636
	6.70
	41,174.65
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR646
	11.58
	70,621.57
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR657
	6.69
	40,856.47
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR682
	9.45
	58,222.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR721
	12.91
	77,828.24
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR722
	11.81
	71,288.41
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR723
	15.73
	95,242.22
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR734
	7.92
	48,404.78
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR756
	7.88
	48,396.91
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR765
	9.26
	56,169.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR766
	6.54
	39,828.10
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR769
	6.37
	38,344.67
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPROTHR775
	5.27
	31,207.13
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTCHR
	21.30
	121,696.70
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTCLE
	11.19
	64,254.13
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTDEN
	15.15
	72,690.33
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTHRY
	20.11
	121,005.04
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTIEW
	15.72
	84,891.07
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTISS
	8.33
	45,316.80
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTONT
	83.47
	473,294.51
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTRAM
	29.66
	163,811.60
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTRED
	28.57
	164,033.97
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTRKE
	55.97
	314,452.44
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTSON
	46.44
	262,394.98
	0.00

	Comm LE
	PPDCAUTTOL
	35.14
	187,767.92
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Inst LE
	PALAALAION
	17.34
	79,423.97
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSH01
	7.50
	34,679.81
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSH08
	7.46
	56,118.55
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSH09
	23.33
	174,943.08
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSH10
	17.83
	115,880.32
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSH11
	0.86
	11,512.38
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR01
	4.95
	31,359.64
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR02
	3.22
	28,172.16
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR03
	4.58
	28,031.26
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR07
	9.54
	47,176.12
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR09
	11.04
	48,173.11
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR21
	1.74
	6,223.62
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR22
	2.29
	8,377.51
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR23
	1.68
	7,409.67
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR25
	13.23
	67,902.75
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR26
	0.06
	355.68
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALAHOSR28
	0.03
	13,362.03
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ1
	3.89
	27,607.45
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ2
	3.85
	27,341.75
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ3
	4.00
	28,496.74
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ4
	3.75
	26,567.34
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ5
	3.80
	26,939.87
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORCJ6
	3.80
	26,972.83
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALANORMIN
	25.09
	193,560.74
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALASRIA02
	5.82
	41,682.08
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALASRIEMY
	3.23
	14,379.08
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PALASRIORE
	34.86
	237,176.24
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPROKAIHWD
	117.20
	769,301.40
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPROKAINCH
	67.33
	451,171.44
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPROKAIOSP
	147.27
	880,272.09
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPROKAIRAN
	122.08
	761,441.26
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPDCMONREY
	88.20
	419,380.90
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPDCMONTY2
	44.48
	203,058.53
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPDCNAPPA2
	22.45
	122,571.12
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PPDCTAFAFT
	109.84
	434,251.02
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANAIRALK
	46.68
	397,326.77
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANAIRCES
	28.73
	222,632.32
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANAIRLOB
	48.40
	424,015.54
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANAIRRSE
	11.46
	100,370.33
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANSANALL
	28.94
	198,060.80
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANSANCCF
	8.72
	60,219.96
	0.00

	Inst LE
	PSANYARUTH
	3.17
	20,935.81
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1125C
	11.90
	123,645.82
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1192C
	10.16
	110,975.81
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1195C
	9.23
	104,259.69
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1196C
	6.96
	77,303.56
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1197C
	9.47
	106,561.38
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1204C
	7.20
	78,772.05
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1205C
	8.40
	83,986.70
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1206C
	9.86
	97,048.66
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1211C
	8.61
	101,489.06
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1224C
	9.78
	110,436.44
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1232C
	6.69
	67,207.99
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1234C
	6.19
	77,376.22
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1245C
	9.15
	101,956.87
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1258C
	7.52
	86,932.13
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1259C
	9.24
	111,874.00
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1265C
	9.00
	94,456.40
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSA1293C
	11.68
	125,823.48
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE256C
	4.54
	50,105.35
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE269C
	3.38
	40,088.08
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE273C
	7.18
	73,345.58
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE279C
	6.50
	67,857.14
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE286C
	13.53
	130,511.51
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE300C
	9.49
	95,444.79
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE302C
	5.97
	62,151.56
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE308C
	3.52
	40,967.23
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE309C
	2.84
	36,935.77
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE313C
	7.78
	83,717.95
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE315C
	6.80
	75,114.17
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE318C
	8.37
	85,227.57
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE465C
	4.84
	53,499.76
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE568C
	8.56
	81,642.42
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE592C
	0.45
	14,350.48
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE618C
	7.65
	82,417.28
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE636C
	7.70
	80,303.76
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE638C
	5.78
	55,150.00
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE640C
	5.68
	55,938.83
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE654C
	4.18
	36,875.21
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE661C
	6.85
	60,409.50
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE667C
	6.69
	59,017.54
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE668C
	4.35
	46,167.69
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE669C
	11.06
	121,625.24
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE676C
	7.51
	71,971.75
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE687C
	5.61
	60,304.21
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE695C
	2.04
	28,415.38
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE706C
	6.56
	62,977.95
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE709C
	4.95
	52,560.18
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE714C
	2.47
	29,266.06
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE723C
	5.52
	58,338.01
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE732C
	9.43
	97,915.52
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE737C
	7.42
	69,078.62
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE739C
	6.12
	62,363.82
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE746C
	6.71
	70,053.80
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE747C
	3.71
	44,700.87
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE749C
	5.60
	56,586.00
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE759C
	6.14
	61,221.50
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE761C
	5.23
	58,153.65
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE768C
	2.68
	31,158.79
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE774C
	4.08
	36,042.38
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE781C
	7.51
	79,921.10
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE783C
	4.39
	38,775.47
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE785C
	8.70
	86,475.93
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE788C
	3.00
	35,521.08
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE793C
	7.79
	86,064.25
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE797C
	13.35
	130,785.16
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE799C
	8.05
	80,202.02
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE904C
	6.91
	68,982.76
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE909C
	7.30
	71,962.30
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE910C
	8.55
	90,867.06
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE911C
	7.14
	63,005.74
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE913C
	8.09
	76,899.00
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE915C
	6.18
	64,228.21
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE917C
	5.38
	55,778.70
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE918C
	7.37
	68,992.79
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE919C
	7.75
	79,766.47
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE928C
	6.15
	63,198.90
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE929C
	6.32
	66,135.55
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE932C
	8.80
	93,779.15
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE933C
	9.22
	102,134.16
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE939C
	8.09
	81,816.96
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE950C
	8.12
	83,155.58
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE953C
	4.20
	48,350.13
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE955C
	8.21
	105,726.75
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE967C
	7.95
	79,662.10
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE969C
	6.12
	67,847.40
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE970C
	0.48
	15,510.06
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE971C
	9.11
	89,746.93
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE972C
	9.42
	86,391.29
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE978C
	7.96
	80,567.41
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE979C
	9.03
	90,008.00
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE983C
	9.41
	95,945.94
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE985C
	7.18
	72,543.41
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE989C
	3.98
	47,238.89
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE994C
	10.61
	104,123.60
	0.00

	Comm LC
	PNOSAE999C
	5.98
	66,408.75
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1108M
	7.22
	58,678.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1125M
	7.23
	58,776.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1192M
	5.95
	48,343.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1195M
	5.92
	48,116.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1196M
	1.58
	12,837.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1204M
	6.35
	51,561.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1211M
	6.87
	55,794.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1232M
	0.61
	4,915.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1234M
	3.50
	28,461.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1258M
	3.44
	27,909.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1259M
	14.80
	120,250.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSA1265M
	0.28
	2,283.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE111M
	0.66
	5,338.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE262M
	4.14
	33,645.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE278M
	9.05
	73,547.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE279M
	2.86
	23,261.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE300M
	7.46
	60,645.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE304M
	13.98
	113,563.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE309M
	7.33
	59,515.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE313M
	8.72
	70,817.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE315M
	5.28
	42,875.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE318M
	4.80
	38,959.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE568M
	5.46
	44,352.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE618M
	1.08
	8,775.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE636M
	9.83
	79,860.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE638M
	0.51
	4,127.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE640M
	5.11
	41,478.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE641M
	1.32
	10,741.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE669M
	12.70
	103,195.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE676M
	3.02
	24,545.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE694M
	1.52
	12,350.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE712M
	2.04
	16,599.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE732M
	1.05
	8,515.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE746M
	1.64
	13,349.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE751M
	1.71
	13,901.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE759M
	0.54
	4,395.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE783M
	2.62
	21,271.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE788M
	7.91
	64,285.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE793M
	3.74
	30,363.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE904M
	2.55
	20,751.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE909M
	3.92
	31,825.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE910M
	9.75
	79,235.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE913M
	4.80
	38,967.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE915M
	6.41
	52,073.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE917M
	3.60
	29,250.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE918M
	4.34
	35,238.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE919M
	12.79
	103,918.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE929M
	7.00
	56,907.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE933M
	11.69
	94,956.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE939M
	0.84
	6,808.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE950M
	6.28
	50,984.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE953M
	2.86
	23,221.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE956M
	8.44
	68,542.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE964M
	0.57
	4,631.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE969M
	5.00
	40,657.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE970M
	3.29
	26,690.63
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE971M
	1.78
	14,462.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE975M
	2.07
	16,835.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE976M
	7.18
	58,329.38
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE978M
	3.51
	28,526.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE979M
	4.74
	38,471.88
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE983M
	8.83
	71,768.13
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE985M
	5.18
	42,103.75
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE987M
	8.06
	65,455.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE989M
	2.22
	18,037.50
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE993M
	9.89
	80,340.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE994M
	0.25
	2,031.25
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE995M
	3.52
	28,600.00
	0.00

	Com Motor
	PNOSAE999M
	8.07
	65,601.25
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	

	Res LE
	PCCCCCC88R
	10.55
	85,932.31
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCACO
	4.41
	35,780.34
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCAKN
	7.33
	60,422.08
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCAKS
	7.08
	57,082.89
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCALI
	20.12
	134,013.87
	28,037.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCARK
	11.32
	86,671.95
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCAZA
	4.08
	38,205.91
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCCEO
	6.11
	49,416.02
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCDAY
	7.92
	70,739.63
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCDEL
	7.13
	53,993.65
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCDER
	12.37
	89,923.90
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCEAN
	3.70
	28,249.06
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCELL
	4.48
	36,984.81
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCEST
	11.60
	90,270.85
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCH-T
	5.87
	53,720.23
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCICE
	15.56
	81,211.50
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCIDE
	43.58
	349,164.66
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCISH
	91.57
	663,012.82
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCITY
	8.92
	70,997.05
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCLFE
	12.80
	102,927.18
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCMAR
	16.28
	120,655.38
	6,740.65

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCMNT
	10.49
	76,668.74
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCMTH
	8.96
	62,407.66
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNDO
	3.52
	28,382.82
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNES
	10.85
	86,859.40
	1,778.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNIA
	6.69
	49,838.13
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNOL
	7.29
	56,000.55
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNON
	6.12
	46,098.90
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNTR
	14.01
	111,428.42
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCNTY
	4.34
	33,397.79
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCOAT
	5.84
	47,907.02
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCPRK
	26.12
	194,352.94
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCRAH
	12.38
	96,180.83
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCRAL
	21.13
	183,973.26
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCRCY
	30.36
	215,330.27
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCRIA
	5.75
	39,810.82
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCRK1
	18.46
	149,351.72
	14,327.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCSET
	13.94
	113,588.47
	19,301.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCSON
	48.09
	241,030.54
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCSTA
	4.10
	31,042.92
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCTEL
	8.96
	79,168.29
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCTON
	6.44
	46,711.82
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCUTH
	4.29
	32,432.72
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCWER
	14.90
	123,102.14
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCCCCYVW
	20.70
	142,831.97
	0.00

	Res LE
	PCCCGASEES
	0.00
	0.00
	4,420.00

	Res LE
	PCCCGASNOG
	0.00
	0.00
	4,928.87

	Res LE
	PCCCGASOLG
	0.00
	0.00
	8,114.00

	Res LE
	PCCCGASOOD
	0.00
	0.00
	139,639.52

	Res LE
	PCCCGASREM
	0.00
	0.00
	25,853.40

	
	
	
	
	

	Ind VFDs
	PTAMNEWRRA
	0.00
	249,006.80
	0.00


APPENDIX B
Protocol for Reporting of Results
Objectives

PG&E is preparing its Annual Earnings Assessment Proceedings (AEAP) at the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for demand-side management (DSM) measures installed as part of its PowerSaving Partners (PSP) program. The CPUC has mandated that, as of 1994, all pre-PY98 shareholder incentives for California utilities shall be based on post-installation measurement of program savings. In order to retain consistency in the measurement of savings from installed DSM measures, the California DSM Measurement Advisory Committee (CADMAC) has developed a set of measurement and evaluation protocols: “Protocols and Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings from Demand-Side Management Programs” (Protocols). As part of the CADMAC Protocols, a 9th year retention study is required to assess (a) the length of time the energy conservation measures (ECMs) installed as projects are maintained in operating condition; and (b) the extent to which there has been a significant reduction in the effectiveness of the measures. 

The purpose of this Protocol is to outline the scope and define the expected final results of the 9th year retention study, addressing PSP-specific issues while simultaneously keeping any variances from the CADMAC Protocols to a minimum. In general, the CADMAC Protocols will be followed with the following exceptions, which will be explained in this document:

· As PSP has never defined any ex ante measure effective useful lives (EULs) and has never used these values to determine annual energy savings, no attempt will be made to quantify ex post measure EULs in this retention study. This approach is consistent with the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies.

· As the PSP project sponsors are no longer obligated to submit Annual Reports from which retention data can be obtained, PG&E’s consultant will conduct inspections and telephone interviews to support the retention study in lieu of the Annual Reports. This is a variance from the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies, which were completed when Annual Reports were still a requirement for PSP project sponsors.

General Approach and Variances from CADMAC Protocol

This Protocol addresses the approach that will be taken to complete the 9th year retention study for the PSP projects installed in the study program year, based on the CADMAC requirements for 9th year retention studies, as required for commercial EEI programs. Modifications to the CADMAC Protocols will be made to address the unique nature of the PSP program. 

The general approach taken in this 9th year retention study will be similar to previous CADMAC-approved retention studies—namely, a sample of equipment installed in the program year will be confirmed to be in existence and operating, and energy savings will be adjusted based on the findings. The adjusted energy savings are the basis upon which PG&E will assess its AEAP. A variance from the approach suggested by CADMAC is that measure effective useful lives will not be calculated, as PSP has never used this metric in determining energy savings or earnings assessments. This PSP-specific methodology is consistent with the approach approved by CADMAC for all previous PSP retention studies.

However, the contractual obligation that PSP Partners submit Annual Reports, which was in effect for ten years, has expired. Projects no longer have documentation submitted by the PSP Partners to base PSP adjustments to energy savings. A waiver from the previously-approved protocol is necessary to account for this change. In lieu of adjustments to program-wide energy savings being made based on information in Annual Reports submitted by the PSP Partners (the previously-approved methodology), PG&E will have its contractor conduct site visits and telephone interviews for a sample of projects to obtain retention information.

This study will include an assessment of the fraction of measures installed in the program year that are still in place and operable nine years later. Data will be collected by PG&E’s contractor, using both telephone surveys and on-site surveys. This information will then be used to re-estimate the program energy savings. 

Energy savings and demand savings, the parameters on which PSP incentives were based, were originally determined from measurement and verification activities performed over a period of several years by the PSP project sponsor, or Partner. Hours of operation were the most common parameter measured by the Partners on an annual basis. These results were submitted each year by the Partners, and adjustments to energy savings were made accordingly. This methodology was approved by CADMAC for all previous PSP retention studies.

However, as this study is concerned with retention of measures, and not persistence of energy savings, changes in equipment operating hours will not be examined.  For this reason, changes to hours of operation—and any changes to energy and demand savings resulting solely from changes to hours of operation—will not be measured or calculated.  Changes to energy and demand savings will reflect changes found in PSP measure retention only.

From the list of PSP projects installed in the study program year, PG&E’s contractor will select a statistically-valid and random sample of projects to undergo telephone surveys and site visits. The measures to be included in the retention study will be selected from the top ten measures, excluding measures that have been identified as miscellaneous (per CADMAC Table C-9), ranked by net resource value or the number of measures that constitutes the first 50% of the estimated resource values, whichever number of measures is less. If additional information is readily available, measures exceeding the 50% minimum threshold of estimated resource values will be studied.  The analysis will not be limited to only 50% of the energy savings.

Measures not included in the 9th year retention study will be divided into two groups: “like measures” and “other measures”. “Like measures” are defined to be measures that are believed to be similar to measures included in the 9th year retention study. “Like measures” will adopt the same percent adjustment (if any) to energy savings.

“Other measures” are measures that are different from the measures included in the 9th year retention study. For “other measures” that are different from the measures included in the 9th year retention study, but within a studied end use, the project energy savings will be adjusted by the average percentage adjustment of all the studied measures within that end use. For “other measures” that are in end uses not represented in the 9th year retention study, the measures will continue to use their third earnings claim energy savings for the purpose of calculating the Resource Benefit, net. 

The persistence study methodologies will vary somewhat depending on the type of ECM being studied.  In order to cost effectively complete the retention study, a detailed analysis of the retention rates will be performed on a sample of the PSP projects installed in the study program year.  The sample will be designed to achieve energy savings estimates within a 20% range of precision at the 80% statistical confidence level (80/20).  Prior to completing any statistical analysis on a sample, it is impossible to know the statistical accuracy that will be achieved; however, the statistical sample for this analysis will be selected, and oversampling will be performed, so that it is very likely that better than 20% range of precision will result at the prescribed 80% confidence level. 

The retention rate is a primary metric used to adjust the project energy savings. Retention rates will be calculated on a project level, based on the presently existing ex post conditions, compared to the conditions recorded during the post-installation phase of the project—the ex ante conditions.  Results are then extrapolated to the entire population of projects installed in the PSP program during the study program year.  For a hypothetical T-8 project in which 100 fixtures were originally installed, if a site visit reveals that 10 of the originally-installed lamps have been removed due to tenant improvements, then the ex post condition can be compared to the post-installation condition to indicate a 90% retention rate.

On a project level, retention is defined as a PSP-installed measure that still exists and operates.  If the 10 lamps that were removed in the hypothetical example were stored on a shelf in a closet, these 10 lamps would not count towards retention, since they no longer operate.  However, if upon further investigation it is discovered that 20 other lamps were replaced over the past year, but with similar T-8 lamps (of the same generation, i.e., no improvements in efficiency), then these 20 lamps would count in the retention study.  PSP should be able to claim savings for these 20 lamps, since the program incentivized the measures at the facility and no other program can claim the savings since programs do not fund like-replacements (such as replacing a T-8 with a same-generation T-8 lamp).  

However, if the 20 T-8 lamps had been replaced with more efficient technology, such as second-generation T-8 lamps or T-5 fixtures, then the incremental improvement in efficiency of these 20 fixtures would not be attributed to PSP, since the T-5 retrofit may have been completed under another program for which it received credit for energy savings.  To avoid the potential of double-counting savings, these 20 lamps would be credited with the energy savings of the original PSP-incentivized project, but not with the incremental improvement in energy savings due to the subsequent T-5 upgrade. The PSP retention rate would remain at 100% for these 20 fixtures. The definition of retention can thus be refined as “a PSP-installed measure that exists and operates at an efficiency level equal to or better than the equipment incentivized by PSP.”

Protocols for Reporting of Results

The retention study shall gather the information required to complete tables similar to Tables 6 and 7 of the CADMAC Protocol, with adjustments to the CADMAC Table 6 to account for PSP-specific requirements. The following adjustments, described in the preceding section, apply:

· As PSP has never defined any ex ante measure effective useful lives (EULs) and has never used these values to determine annual energy savings, no attempt shall be made to quantify ex post measure EULs in this retention study. This approach is consistent with the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies.

· As the PSP project sponsors are no longer obligated to submit Annual Reports from which retention data can be obtained, PG&E’s consultant shall conduct inspections and telephone interviews to support the retention study in lieu of the Annual Reports. This is a variance from the previous CADMAC-approved PSP retention studies, which were completed when Annual Reports were still a requirement for PSP project sponsors.

Upon completion of the retention study activities, the results shall be tabulated and reported in the PSP Retention Study Final Report.  Completed CADMAC Protocol Table 6 (Modified) and Table 7 shall be provided in the Final Report, as described below.  

Table 6 (Modified) Protocols

The PG&E PSP Program 9th Year Retention Study Final Report shall include a summary table that contains the following information. All results shown shall be reported at the measure level.

1. Studied measure and the end use it belongs to shall be identified.

2. The ex ante measure energy savings and the source of the ex ante energy savings shall be identified.

3. The ex post measure energy savings estimated in the study shall be identified.

4. The ex post energy savings to be used by the utility in the fourth earnings claim shall be identified.

5. The standard error associated with the ex post energy savings shall be identified.

6. The upper and lower bounds of the estimated ex post energy savings at the 80% confidence interval shall be provided.

7. The precision associated with the estimated ex post energy savings at the 80% confidence interval shall be provided. 

8. The realization rate for the adopted ex post energy savings shall be provided. This is defined as the ratio of the adopted ex post energy savings to the ex ante energy savings.

9. All the “like” measures associated with the studied measure shall be identified.


Table 7 Protocols

The PG&E PSP Program 9th Year Retention Study Final Report shall include the following information, prepared at the program-level. Any differences in data quality and processing among measures shall be noted. Responses to the items raised in Table 7 shall be brief but complete.

1. Overview Information

a. Study Title and Study ID No.: The study title and identification number shall be identical to the information contained in the Statewide Bibliography. Any changes in this information shall be noted.

b. Program, program year, and program description: The program and program year shall be identical to the information contained in the Statewide Bibliography.

c. End uses and measures covered: The end use designations from the CADMAC Protocol shall be used.

d. Methods and models used: The final model specification used for the study shall be described. Where applicable, the study location of the competing class or types of models that were estimated but were not selected shall be described. The reasoning for choosing the final specification shall be stated.

e. Analysis sample size: The number of projects, installation sites, ECMs, and observations in the analysis and time periods of data collection shall be provided. If different for different units of analysis, a summary table shall be provided.

2. Database Management

a. The specific data sources for each data element shall be identified.

b. The data attrition process shall be diagrammed and described, commencing with the program database for participants. Specific numbers and decision points for inclusion and exclusion shall be provided. Where different data sources are used (e.g., surveys and program records), appropriate attrition categories shall be used (e.g., response rates for surveys).

c. The internal/organizational data quality checks and data quality procedures used to match customers and surveys, participation records, and any other data in the analysis shall be described.

d. A summary of the data collected specifically for the analysis but not used shall be provided, along with the reasons for them not being used, and a documentation of where those data reside shall be provided.

3. Sampling

a. The sampling procedures and protocols used shall be described. Information provided shall include the sampling frame (e.g., eligible population), sampling strategy (e.g., random, stratified, etc.), sampling basis (e.g., customers, installation, incentive amount), and stratification criteria (e.g., geographic, etc.). Specific data and formulas shall be used to present sampling goals and achieved results.

b. Survey instruments shall be provided. Response rates shall be presented. Reasons for refusals shall be presented in tabular form. Efforts to account for or test for non-response bias shall be presented, as well as corrections to account for the bias.

c. For the key variables that were used in the final models, the descriptive statistics for the participant group and, when present, for the comparison group shall be provided.

4. Data Screening and Analysis

a. The procedures used for the treatment of outliers and missing data points shall be described.

b. Anything that was done to control for the effects of background variables (e.g., economic) shall be described.

c. The procedures used to screen data for inclusion into the final analysis dataset shall be described. The number of ECMs, project sites, or observations that are eliminated with each screen shall be identified. The reviewer will be able to clearly follow the development of the final analysis dataset.

d. For all final models, the standard model statistics shall be provided in tabular form.

e. The section(s) of the Final Report that present the initial and final model specifications that were used, the rationale for each, and the documentation for the major alternative model used shall be identified. In addition, the presentation of the specification shall address, at a minimum, the following issues:

1) How do the model specification and estimation procedures recognize and address the heterogeneity of customers (i.e., cross-sectional variation)?

2) What factors, and their associated measures, were omitted from the analysis? What tests, reasoning, or special circumstances justify their omission?

f. The issue of whether and how the error in measuring variables was addressed shall be described. Also, anything that was done to minimize the problem (e.g., response bias, measurement errors, etc.) shall be described.

g. The influential data diagnostics that were used shall be described, as well as how the identified outliers were treated.

h. The methods used for handling missing data during the analysis phase of the study shall be described.

i. The methods for the calculation of standard errors and precision shall be presented.

APPENDIX C
Sampling Plan

The quality of the results of this retention study is highly dependent on the amount of time and information available to complete the evaluation activities. Time and costs constraints prohibit Nexant from visiting every project installed in the PSP program in 1996. In order to maximize results within the budget and time given to Nexant, sampling was used to complete the retention study activities. A random sample allows fewer sites to be evaluated, while maintaining an acceptable level of reliability for estimating retention rates.  

The sample was designed to achieve a 20% range of precision for the measured energy savings (kWh) at the 80% statistical confidence level (80/20).  Prior to completing any statistical analysis on a sample, it is impossible to know the statistical accuracy that will be achieved; however, the statistical sample for this analysis was selected such that it is very likely that better than a 20% range of precision will be achieved at the prescribed 80% confidence level. 

The measured savings are in units of kWh, and are calculated by multiplying the equipment load (kW) by hours of operation (hours). In order to achieve a 20% precision level for the measured savings (in kWh), the uncertainty of each variable must be accounted for—here, the uncertainty of hours of operation must be considered as well as the uncertainty of kW. Each of these variables must be estimated at better than 20% precision, since uncertainties from multiple variables all contribute to the overall precision. By aiming for 10% precision for each variable, the 20% overall program precision should be easily met.

As this retention study is not focused on re-estimating hours of operation, the hours of operation from the previous studies will be used. As the statistical precision of the PSP program has been defined as 90/10, it will be assumed that the hours of operation from previous studies falls within this 90/10 range. The precision of results at 90/10 is better than 80/10, so that these results easily fall within the 80/10 level. Thus the statistical goal of this retention study should be to obtain retention rates (the kW variable) at 10% precision.

The following formula is used to calculate the sample size for a hypothetical infinite population of projects, based on specified confidence and precision criteria:
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Where:

ni = sample size for an infinite population

Cv = Coefficient of variation (depends on expected variation of key parameters)

z = z-statistic (equal to 1.2817 for an 80% confidence level)

p = precision level (set at 10% precision)

For this sampling plan, an assumed and conservative coefficient of variance (Cv) is used.  The generally accepted value for projects in which no previous measurements exist is 0.5, and this value is used here.    

Although the number of lamps and controls installed under PSP in 1996 is not infinite, as assumed in the preceding formula, the number is high enough that no adjustment based on population size will be made. Thus, upon entering the values into the above equation, a sample size of 42 projects should suffice to reach a statistical precision of 80/10 for the retention rates. The distribution of the 42 projects within each of the three studied measures will be determined by weighting the measures by the estimated resource value. Using this methodology, 24 points were selected for commercial lighting efficiency, and nine points each were selected for institutional lighting efficiency and commercial lighting controls. 

The number of projects to be sampled within each measure was further broken into three groups, each with a different M&V methodology. Group 1 had telephone interviews only. Group 2 underwent site visits only. Group 3 included both telephone interviews and site visits. Table C-1 lists the sample sizes for each of the three M&V groups, organized by measure. 

Table C-1:  M&V Sample Sizes

	Measure
	M&V Methodology
	Sample Size

	
	Telephone interview only
	8

	Lighting efficiency, commercial
	Site visit only
	8

	
	Telephone interview and site visit
	8

	
	Telephone interview only
	3

	Lighting efficiency, institutional
	Site visit only
	3

	
	Telephone interview and site visit
	3

	
	Telephone interview only
	3

	Lighting controls, commercial
	Site visit only
	3

	
	Telephone interview and site visit
	3

	Total
	
	42


Using PG&E’s list of PSP projects installed in 1996 (provided in Appendix A), a random sample of 42 projects was chosen based on the proposed sample size of each group given in Table C-1. The resulting list, presented in Table C-2, contains the projects that underwent retention study activities. 

Table C-2: Sample Projects by M&V Methodology

	M&V Methodology
	Measure
	PG&E Project Code

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PNONOOB11E

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE262E

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE279E

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PNOSA1125E

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR541

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR625

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR646

	Telephone interview only
	LE Commercial
	PPDCAUTRKE

	On-site interview only
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR02

	On-site interview only
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR03

	Telephone interview only
	LE Institutional
	PALANORCJ5

	Telephone interview only
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE256C

	On-site interview only
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE315C

	Telephone inverview only
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE723C

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE749E

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE785E

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE933E

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE956E

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR311

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR541

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR613

	On-site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR765

	On-site inspection
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSH10

	On-site inspection
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR09

	On-site inspection
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR26

	On-site inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE638C

	On-site inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE761C

	On-site inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE768C

	Telephone interview and site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE286E

	Telephone interview and site inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE111E

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PNOSAE979E

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR628

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR572

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR646

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR756

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Commercial
	PPROTHR775

	Telephone interview and site inspection
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR01

	Telephone interview and site inspection
	LE Institutional
	PALAHOSR25

	On-site interview and inspection
	LE Institutional
	PSANAIRRSE

	On-site interview and inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE1192C

	On-site interview and inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE933C

	On-site interview and inspection
	LC Commercial
	PNOSAE969C


APPENDIX D
Contact Procedure Plan

The data required to document the retention rates was collected by two methods—site visits and phone surveys.  This section describes what contact procedures were followed, how participation in the survey was encouraged, and what was done when sites could not be reached.  Copies of the Site Visit Survey Form and the Phone Survey Form are provided at the end of this Appendix.

The information to be obtained from the surveys includes:

· Verifying existence of the project equipment; 

· Verifying operation of the project equipment;

· Determining date and purpose of decommissioning, if equipment is non-operational;

· Determining changes to the operation of the facility, including remodeling;

· Gathering any comments from the project contact that may be used qualitatively in the Retention Study Final Report. 

The steps involved in the data collection process are listed below.  Each step is explained in the remainder of this section.

Step 1:  Conduct Pre-Tests

Step 2:  Conduct Telephone Survey

Step 3:  Conduct Site Visits

Step 1:  Conduct Pre-Tests

Prior to full-scale implementation of telephone and site surveys, a pre-test of each survey form was performed on three to five projects to ensure that the survey forms performed satisfactorily.  Based on feedback from the pre-tests, minor modifications were made to the survey forms upon consultation with the PG&E Program Manager.  The pre-tests followed the same procedures as are outlined in the remainder of this document.  After modifications to the survey forms were complete, Nexant obtained permission from the PG&E Program Manager to proceed with the remainder of the phone surveys and site visits.

Step 2:  Conduct Telephone Surveys

For each of the sample projects identified for a telephone survey, contact was attempted with the person listed as the primary contact by PG&E.  If this person was no longer employed at the site, Nexant attempted to reach the person who is responsible for the area in which the equipment is installed.  

A Telephone Survey Form, located at the end of this Appendix, was developed to expeditiously and efficiently obtain the information needed to complete the retention study.  The phone survey was intentionally designed to take the least amount of time possible, in hopes of maximizing the number of participants willing to complete surveys.  Nexant’s experience has been that longer phone surveys tend to dissuade participation, and also reduce the quantity of information shared by those who do participate.  Nexant’s phone surveyors were instructed to be courteous and professional, and they understood that the contacted participants were under no obligation to agree to complete the survey.  However, every reasonable effort was made to obtain the information from the originally selected sample sites.   

For those projects identified for site visits, the brief phone survey was conducted, and at the end of the conversation, Nexant’s phone surveyor asked the participant if a brief site visit could be performed to fine-tune the survey.  It was explained that the site visit would be visual, and would minimize interruption to the site.  If the site representative agreed, an inspection appointment was made at that time.  If the representative was hesitant, the phone surveyor explained that participation in the site visit will help PG&E to document the long-term effectiveness of its PSP projects.  If the contact still did not agree to a site visit, the phone surveyor would have attempted to diplomatically determine the reason for the refusal.  No sample project initially contacted by telephone refused a site visit.  

A reasonable level of effort was made to reach each of the selected sample sites.  Whenever there was no answer at a selected site, a voice message was left (assuming the respondent had voicemail).  The message included the purpose of the call, and requested the respondent to call back.  If three attempts were made, and no return calls had been received, the project would have been identified as “Non-responsive”, and removed from the sample.  However, all projects identified for telephone interviews were successfully contacted.  As mentioned in the Final Report, a few of the interviews took place at the site, rather than over the telephone.  In all these instances, however, the Telephone Survey Form was followed as if the interview were taking place over the telephone.  
Step 3:  Conduct Site Visits

For each sample project identified for a site visit, Nexant first attempted to contact the primary project representative, provided by PG&E, to ask if a site visit could be performed.  In all situations the contact agreed, and Nexant’s inspector visited the site at the arranged time.  In general, Nexant’s inspector attempted to arrange for a site representative to accompany him on the site visit, to facilitate accessibility, etc.  Nexant’s inspector completed the Excel-based Site Visit Form, located at the end of this Appendix, for each site visit.  The inspector visually observed the equipment in the PSP project, and looked for changes to the operation of the facility (eg., remodeling of the facility).  The inspector was instructed to minimize any disruptions at the site.  Minor disruptions, such as switching a bank of lights on and off, could be made with permission of the site representative.  Every attempt was made to visually confirm the operation of the measure, and any changes since the measure was originally installed were noted.  Nexant’s inspector also briefly discussed the operation of the equipment with the site representative, and noted any changes identified by the site representative.

Site visits were performed concurrent with the telephone surveys.  In the interests of reducing costs to PG&E, Nexant attempted, whenever possible, to group inspections into geographic regions to be inspected during the same day (or days).  This grouping was especially important for sites located a long distance from San Francisco.  If, however, a project could not accommodate Nexant during its visit to its geographic region, Nexant found a convenient time with the site to perform the inspection.

Data Collection Instruments

The two survey forms—the Telephone Survey Form and the Site Survey Form follow. The Telephone Survey Form was used to collect data via phone calls, per the guidelines given in the Contact Procedure Plan. The Site Survey Form is an Excel-based spreadsheet used to collect data at site visits, again per the guidelines of the Contact Procedure Plan.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name:

PSP Partner:

Measure(s) & Location(s):

Contact Name/Title:

Contact Phone Number:

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date:

Hello, my name is ____________, and I’m calling from Nexant, Inc. on behalf of PG&E’s PowerSaving Partners Program.  I have you listed as the PSP contact for this facility, is that correct?   [If not, get correct contact name and phone number—End call]

I have a couple questions to ask you—it should take less than 5 minutes; is now a good time?  [If not, agree to a convenient time/date and note above]   Your responses will help PG&E assess the effectiveness of the PSP program.  

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s) and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

a. If yes, have there been any problems with their operation? [Continue with Question #2]

b. If no, when were the lamps decommissioned/removed?  Why? [Skip to Question #4]

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

a. If yes, in what way?  

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

4. [If selected for site visit]  PG&E would also like to perform site visits for some of the projects; would you mind if a PG&E representative were to visit the facility and observe the lamps?  The visit will only take a few minutes, and we will not cause any disruptions to your facility.  [Attempt to get permission for site visit, and schedule a date/time, location to meet, and site representative to accompany Nexant inspector]

Thank you for your time and input.   [End call]

PSP RETENTION STUDY

SITE VISIT SURVEY

	
	
	
	

	Basic Information:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project Name
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	PSP Partner
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Store/Building  #
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Site Representative Name
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Site Representative Title
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Site Representative Phone Number
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Site Address
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Inspector
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Inspection Date
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Inspection summary:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total number of lines in table:
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Number of lines selected for insp:
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Errors allowed:
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Errors observed:
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observed Deficiency:
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Store/Building  Appears to have been remodeled recently?
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Ballast/Lamp Type Changed
	
	 
	New Ballast/Lamp Type
	 
	 
	 

	Store appears to have expanded?
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	Fixture Configurations changed?
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


 APPENDIX E
Telephone Interview Surveys

The completed telephone interview surveys follow. Customer-specific information was removed, and all sites are identified using the assigned PSP Project Code.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name:  PSANAIRRSE
Institutional Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date: 12/6/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the measures are still operating and in place in the airport.  A remodel was performed a few years back due to asbestos abatement.  As a result, the fixtures had to be removed and the fixtures were re-installed after the asbestos work was performed.  The lights now appear different and diffuse upwards as drop-down fixtures instead of its original PSP appearance.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
Other than further curtailing the energy usage by installing daylighting control of the fluorescent lighting close to the doorways, the lighting fixtures have been kept intact with no operational changes.
3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
This area is scheduled to be demolished in 2010 and replaced at that time, so the PSP sponsored fixtures will no longer be in operation at that time.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PALANORCJ5
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):n

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date:12/20/05

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

There were no problems, the lights that were installed as a part of the PSP program remain unchanged from their original installation.

      2.
Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

There has been no remodeling work done in the jails, as moving around the inmates can be difficult, and budget for remodeling at the jails is minimal.  Jail maintains normal usage patterns.

     3.
Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

It would be great if this program would be brought back at some point, as the incentives levels were very attractive.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PALAHOSR01, PALAHOSR02, PALAHOSR03
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):all sites were visited

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date:01/10/06

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, all lighting fixture in the three building listed above should not have changed as they are old buildings in the hospital that contains some patient rooms, but is rarely used now.   The admin building is largely vacant, with only 1 person using the second floor offices now.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No remodeling was performed in the buildings, the facility is probably less used than at this program’s inception, as some areas of the building are vacated.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have been working great as expected.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PALAHOSR25
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):all sites were visited

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date:01/12/06

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, all the lights serving the psychiatric ward have remained unchanged.  As it is a holding facility for mental patients, little remodeling work is performed at this facility at all for security reasons. 

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

The psychiatric pavilion has operated as it always has, with no changes in lighting usage patterns.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have met our expectations.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPDCAUTRKE
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 

Contact Time/Date:  12/20/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lights are still operating normally according to the car dealership’s schedule.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

There hasn’t been much remodeling, a new rental car building has been added to the facility, however.  The building was added about 4 years ago.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have been great.  We’d like to know more about other PG&E programs.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNONOOB11E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):n

Attempted Call Times/Dates:1/16/06

Contact Date: 1/17/06

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

a. Yes, lights are still in full operation and remain unchanged from 9 years ago.

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

b. No, but there are currently plans to do a complete teardown/rebuild of the entire store.

3.  Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
c. Wish there were kWh based incentives that were more flexible.  This contract tied the company to a setup where no changes could be made at the affected stores.  We would not sign another contract like this one again because of the inflexibility of the contract.  Also, we will not sign another contract like that with a third-party firm, but would rather get incentives directly from PG&E.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE256C
Commercial Lighting Controls
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date: 12/18/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

No remodeling work was done at this site, so all PSP equipment is functioning normally.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, all lighting operation at the facility have remained the same since the inception of the PSP program.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The equipment has performed well, but some of the lamp coverings and fixtures have degraded over the years.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE262E

Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):n

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date: 12/18/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, all lighting equipment is still operating at the same schedule and have not generally changed.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

Yes, the store has been changed, but only the lobby has been modified, with no other major changes.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have been great.  We’ve had no problems with them at all.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name:  PNOSAE279E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates:12/18/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/18/05

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?


Yes, the lighting equipment of this store has not been changed in many years.

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, the store has not been remodeled for many years and there are no future plans of remodeling.  They are planning to build another store adjacent to this one, which will eventually replace this store.  The usage patterns of the lighting equipment has not changed since the inception of the PSP program.

3.
Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?


No, the lights have been functionally normally.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE315C
Commercial Lighting Controls
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n, but did a site phone survey as it was close to other insp sites

Attempted Call Times/Dates:

Contact Time/Date:  12/08/05

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, all lighting/controls equipment is still in place as the store has not been remodeled for many years.  However, there are plans to remodel this store in March 2006.

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, all areas have stayed the same and usage patterns are similar.

3.
Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

No, the lights and controls have been performing fine.
PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE723C
Commercial Lighting Controls
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 

Contact Time/Date:  1/17/06

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Partially, much of the lighting (including the controls) has been removed and modified to the “lifestyle” store format.  In the lifestyle remodels, some areas have expanded and metal halide incandescent lights have been added to some areas of the store.  The remodeling was performed in November 2005.

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, usage patterns of the store is still the same even though remodeling has occurred.  

3.  Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

Not really, as the lights and control equipment have been functioning normally with minimal outages.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSA1125E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 12/18/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/18/05

1.   Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

It’s difficult to say if all the lighting fixtures at the facility from 9 years ago are still functioning normally at this facility as this store has just been modified to a “Lifestyle” store in September 2005.  Some fluorescents have been eliminated in favor of metal halide lights

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

Much of the lighting has been changed as the store has been remodeled to the ambiance of the “lifestyle” store.  All the areas of the stores remained where they were and stayed about the same size, with the exception of an expanded Deli area.

3.  Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The old PSP lights were okay, but I like the lights after the remodel in September 2005 much better (not PSP lights).

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE111E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): yes

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 01/16/06

Contact Time/Date: 01/19/06

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lights have been the same for about the past 9 years since the PSP program replaced the lights at the facility.  No remodels have been performed at this store.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, the operation of the store has generally remained the same, the usage patterns of the lights at this safeway has not changed.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

We have not had any major problems with the lighting at this store, so they are very satisfactory.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE286E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): y

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 01/16/06

Contact Time/Date: 01/16/06

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lighting fixtures at this store have not been changed in many years.  This store is ancient and has not been remodeled in ages.  All lighting fixtures have remained the same.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No changes have been made to the lighting equipment at this store, the lighting fixtures have been used in the same manner through the years.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

There are no plans for remodeling in 2006, but the store may be remodeled in 2007 and the PSP sponsored fixtures may be removed at that time.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE979E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
12/9/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/9/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

In some parts, but the majority of the lighting fixtures has been modified as part of the lifestyle remodel that was performed at the store in early 2005.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

The operation of the facility hasn’t changed, but the majority of the lighting equipment has been changed after the remodel.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights before the remodel were fine, but the new lights are certainly more attractive.

PSP RETENTION STUDY
TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name:  PNOSAE933C
Commercial Lighting Controls
Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
12/27/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/27/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Most of the lights and controls should remain the same, although the store did have a remodel where an extra 40,000 square feet of main sales floor space was added.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
The usage of the store has remained the same, half the lights shut off at night, and all lights are turned back on at 6AM.
3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
Other than some scattered light bulbs that go out, the lights at this store and the lighting controls are generally good.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE969C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
12/19/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/19/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

The PSP lighting fixtures and controls were operating normally up till September 2005, when the lifestyle remodel was performed at this store.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
The operation of the facility has remained the same, but the remodeling changed most of the lights and controls in this store.  One area was expanded, and another has been pushed back to create more room for merchandise on the main sales floor.
3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
The new layout of the facility with the new lights is a vast improvement, but the old PSP sponsored lights and controls were fine.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PNOSAE1192C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
01/10/06

Contact Time/Date: 01/10/06

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, no major retrofits have been performed at this store over the past 9 years.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
No, the operation of the facility has remained the same, and this store has not been remodeled for many years.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
The lens covers over the fluorescent lighting are old and have a tendency to come off.  There has been a lot of deferred maintenance with the lamps.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR541
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 

Contact Time/Date:  12/15/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lights are still operating as they normally do.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

The operation of the facility hasn’t changed; however, a remodeling of the shelves to update to corporate standards was performed about 5-6 years ago.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have been operating normally.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR646
Commercial Lighting Efficiency 
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 12/13/05

Contact Time/Date:  12/15/05

1.  Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lights are still operating and have not changed over many years.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

There was a remodel a few years ago, but the lights were not affected during the remodel.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have performed well.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR625


Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Contact Name/Title:  

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n): n

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 12/15/05

Contact Time/Date:  12/15/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, the lights are still operating normally at the store under the same type of usage schedule.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

A remodel of the store occurred over the past year, but most of the lighting equipment was not modified during the remodel.  The remodel affected only the shelves and the appearance of the store.  The only lighting that may have been modified were the fixtures around the perimeter of the store.  

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights have been terrific, we have not had any problems with the lighting equipment at this store.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR628
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):y

Attempted Call Times/Dates: 12/05/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/05/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

The store has not been remodeled for many years, likely hasn’t been remodeled since the PSP program was implemented 9 years ago.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
No, the measures have not changed at the facility and the operation of the equipment has remained the same for the past 9 years.  There are no plans for any remodels in the future.
3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
We have been happy with the lights, and have had no problems with them.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR646
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:12/12/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/12/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

The store underwent a remodel in June 2004, mostly the shelves were changed in the remodel, but some lights may be affected as well.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

The store has operated on the same store schedules, but some of the lighting fixtures may have been modified during the remodel in June 2004.  Corporate energy management system was also installed in the store at that time.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

We haven’t had any problems with the lighting equipment at this facility.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR775
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
12/05/05

Contact Time/Date: 
12/05/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

The store was remodeled in September 2004, but it only affected the store’s appearance and the merchandise shelves, the lighting equipment should not be affected by the remodel.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

No, the operation of the facility has not changed over the years.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
We have been happy with the lights here at this store.
PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR756
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title: 


Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:
12/27/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/27/05

1. Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

The store has been remodeled in April 2004, but the remodel did not affect the lighting equipment, only the shelves and general appearance of the store.

2. Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?

The operation of the facility has not changed.

3. Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?

The lights at this facility have operated fine.

PSP RETENTION STUDY

TELEPHONE SURVEY

Project Name: PPROTHR572
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Contact Name/Title: 

Selected for Site Visit? (y/n):
y

Attempted Call Times/Dates:12/12/05

Contact Time/Date: 12/12/05

1.  Are the lighting measures [refer to lighting table to identify location(s)and measure type(s)] still in place and operating?

Yes, although there was a remodel at this store in March 2005, all lighting fixtures have been unchanged and have remained the same for many years.

2.  Has the operation of the facility changed since the measures were installed?  Has there been any remodeling?
No, the operation of the facility did not change and the lights operate as they normally do.
3.  Do you have any comments about the installed measure, the PSP Program, or the PSP Partner who installed the equipment?
We are really happy with the lights at this store, although we think it might be too bright sometimes.

APPENDIX F
Site Visit Surveys
The completed site visit surveys follow.  Customer-specific information was removed, and all sites are identified using the assigned PSP Project Code.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PALAHOSR01
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Chief Engineer

Inspector
Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/10/06

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Total number of lines in table:
47

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
1

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Second Floor of this building appears to be abandoned and vacant except for one office, so most lights in the second floor of the building appear to be unused year-round.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PALAHOSR09
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Chief Engineer

Inspector
Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/10/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Total number of lines in table:
71

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
0

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The service building mostly consists of the kitchen and cafeteria area of the hospital.  Much of the areas in this building were unmarked open areas which did not have space designations or room numbers, so general counts of the entire building were assessed during the inspection.  The first floor consisted of cooking equipment and offices.  

Lighting controls patterns were observed in some areas.  The basement floor consisted of storage areas for hospital equipment.  As this was an older hospital, not many fixtures were changed and were sparingly used.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PALAHOSR25
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Administrative/Facility Service Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/12/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
125

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
4

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
some areas

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

This building is in a separate area of the campus from the rest of the buildings in the hospital facility.  Most of the lights were unchanged, but some areas of the buildings did seem updated.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PALAHOSR26
Institutional Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Chief Engineer

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector
Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/12/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
15

Number of lines selected for insp:
2

Errors allowed:
0

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

This building is currently used as a registration check-in office for visitors of the hospital.  It seems like a temporary building.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PALAHOSH10
Institutional Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Building Engineer

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date

1/12/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Total number of lines in table:
180

Number of lines selected for insp:
32

Errors allowed:
5

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Hospital Appears to have been remodeled recently?

Yes, whole facility relocated to adjacent building in June 2004

Hospital appears to have expanded?

This building – no, the hospital as a whole, yes

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The building corresponds to the old Clinic Building at the hospital campus.  The current Clinics and Emergency areas have been relocated to Building K.  The Clinics were relocated to Building K in June 2004 and the old Clinic Building is currently vacant and unoccupied and vastly unused.  Most of the lights with the exception of the hallway lights have been turned off.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR311
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector
Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/19/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
46

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
2 + 2 not selected for insp

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?

Fixture Configurations changed?

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

An interview with the store manager indicates that this facility has not undergone any sort of remodeling with the lighting fixtures, as the only remodeling that has occurred in the past few years was an update of the shelving at the store, at the same time the air conditioning and central controls were also changed and tied to Corporate EMS.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR541
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name

Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date

12/5/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
36

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
2

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

New Ballast/Lamp Type
Sylvania Octron XP/ECO 3500K 32W F032/735/XP/ECO

Magnatek B232I120RH Triad Electronic Ballast 9602A1A1 input 120V/60 Hz

Store appears to have expanded?
y

Fixture Configurations changed?
y

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative informed the inspector that this store was remodeled in 2004.  The site representative claims that all the light locations and counts remain unchanged during the remodeling.  However, an audit of the facility suggests the store might have been expanded during the remodel.  Some of the walls appear new. 

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR572
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector
Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
82

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
5

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative informed the inspector that the store was remodeled in March 2005.  However, much of the remodeling work involved the shelving and appearance of signs at the store and didn't affect the size of the facility or the lights in general.  The representative said he was happy with the lights in the store.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR613
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Assistant Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Total number of lines in table:
54

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Site representative stated this store was remodeled in 2003.  Remodeling was done for the shelving and appearance of the store, and the lights were generally untouched and kept the way they were.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR628
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Supervisor

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/5/05
Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Total number of lines in table:
46

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative informed the inspector that although no remodeling has been done at the store, there are plans for a remodel in 2006.  Store has not been remodeled since PSP program changed lights.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR646
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05
Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
68

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
5+2 lines not selected

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative says the store was remodeled in June 2004, when an Energy Management System was installed by the corporate office to control the temperature of the store.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR756
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/27/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
71

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
0

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative has been working at the store for the past 12 years.  He informed the inspector that the store was remodeled in April 2004, when all the shelving and appearance of the store was enhanced.  Lighting and size of the store remain unchanged

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR765
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Assistant Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number

Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/5/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
68

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
N

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

According to the site representative, the store underwent a complete re-model in May 2005.  In the remodel, shelves and the appearance of the store were modified, but the lighting equipment remained intact.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PPROTHR775
Commercial Lighting Efficiency
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/5/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Fail

Total number of lines in table:
53

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
3

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out? some

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
y

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Store was remodeled in September 2004 according to the site representative.  In the remodel, shelves and the general appearance of the store were changed, but the lighting equipment remained intact.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE111E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Produce Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/19/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:
Pass

Number of lines in table:
77

Number of lines selected for insp:
13

Errors allowed:
2

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The interviewee has been a manager for the past 14 years, and he recalls seeing the lighting retrofit performed during PSP's inception as the only lighting fixture involved remodel.

All lighting in the store matched the tables except for the lighting in the Main Sales Floor.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE286E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Department Spokesperson

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/19/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
97

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Ballast/Lamp Type Changed
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site contact indicates that this store is ancient and hasn't been remodeled in ages.  There are also no plans of remodeling this store in 2006, perhaps in 2007, there may be plans to remodel this store.  An inspection of this store reveals that the lighting fixtures match up almost perfectly, with all counts matching and only 1 fixture type error. Inspector also observed a checkerboard lighting controls configuration, where every other row of lights have been switched off at the time of inspection.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE638C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Department Worker

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/19/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
20

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out? no, but checkerboard lighting controls seems to be in effect

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
no

Ballast/Lamp Type Changed?
No

Ballast/Lamp Type
Sylvania Designer 3000k Rapid Start - F40D830/ECO

Store appears to have expanded?
no

Fixture Configurations changed?
4 rows in Main Sales Floor not found

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Only 15 rows were found in the main sales floor, instead of the 19 rows reported on the tables.  All 15 rows counted matched the first 15 rows in the tables in the main sales floor.  A checkerboard lighting pattern was found at the facility - every other light was shut off likely for energy conservation purposes. The interviewee reported that there hasn't been any significant changes to the store since she started working there 7 years ago.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE749E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name

Site Representative Title
Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/5/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
129

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
3

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
No, but checkerboard lighting controls pattern is observed here

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Although not counted in error, inspector counted a total of 41 F44 that were missing from the Main Sales Floor. A remodel is likely as the facility appears to be newly renovated.  Checkerboard pattern where the lights of some rows were shut off for energy conservation was observed.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE761C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name

Site Representative Title
Store Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/5/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
8

Number of lines selected for insp:
2

Errors allowed:
0

Errors observed:
0

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
no

Store appears to have expanded?
no

Fixture Configurations changed?
no

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

All lights/controls in store matched the table counts and types perfectly.  Store has not been remodeled for many years.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE768C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Assistant Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
9

Number of lines selected for insp:
2

Errors allowed:
0

Errors observed:
2

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
Yes, many areas were changed and metal halide spotlights have been added throughout the store.

Store appears to have expanded?
Yes

Fixture Configurations changed?
Yes

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

This store was recently remodeled and expanded in late 2002-2003 according to an assistant manager working at this store for about a year.  The store was expanded on the left side and took over adjacent retail space and on the rear of the store by converting the warehouse space to retail space.  Lights were added to the facility throughout the store, some areas of the store had been converted.  The Main retail area now contains 1 row of 23-F43, 17 rows of 26-F43, 3 rows of 27-F43, 1 row of 20-F43, 1 row of 13-F43, so it was expanded immensely.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE785E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name

Site Representative Title
Customer service rep

Site Representative Phone Number

Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
98

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
3 + 1 not selected

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
no

Store appears to have expanded?
no

Fixture Configurations changed?
no

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

There doesn't appear to be any remodeling at this location within recent years.  However, some fixture counts were inaccurate as a particular area may have been changed/expanded.  The site representative indicates that he hasn't seen any remodeling at the store for the past 6 years since he's been there.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Projects PNOSAE933E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency 
Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Dept Specialist 

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/27/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
114

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
8

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
no

Store appears to have expanded?
yes

Fixture Configurations changed?
Appears to be

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Corporate representative states that this store has been modified to a "lifestyle" store, but the inspection reveals that a "lifestyle" retrofit was not done at the store yet, but the store was remodeled in 2000, adding about 40,000 square feet in retail space.  Some areas of the store had relocated and the main sales floor has increased, increasing the amount of lights at the facility. Two areas that were originally together have been separated, as the different department was relocated.  Half the lights at the facility are switched off at night and are on at full capacity at 6AM.  A separate area has also increased in size, but has remained in the same part of the store.

Another remodel is planned for next year.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE933C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Dept Specialist 

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/27/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
35

Number of lines selected for insp:
8

Errors allowed:
1

Errors observed:
8

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
no

Store appears to have expanded?
yes

Fixture Configurations changed?
Appears to be

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The lights affected by lighting controls appear to have changed in quantity as the main sales floor area has been expanded by a total of 40,000 square feet.  As a result, the lighting counts in the main sales floor are dramatically different from what was stated in the original lighting tables.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE956E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Dept manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/27/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
144

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
1

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site contact indicates that a remodel will occur in April 2006, to a "lifestyle" store, where some areas of the store will be remodeled, and extra metal halide spotlights will be added to highlight products and offer the store a warmer feel.  The checkerboard lighting controls pattern is also apparent at the facility.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE969C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name

Site Representative Title  Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/19/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
15

Number of lines selected for insp:
12

Errors allowed:
0

Errors observed:
2

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
Yes, lifestyle remodel

Store appears to have expanded?
Yes, main sales floor appears to have expanded

Fixture Configurations changed?
Yes

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

Corporate representative states that this store has been modified to a lifestyle store, a site inspection supports the corporate representative's information.  The store was remodeled to a "lifestyle" from June through September 2005.

One area was expanded and another pushed back.  The main sales floor was also expanded in the remodel.  Many new Metal Halide Spotlights have been added to the drop ceiling area.  The entire store has been changed and remodeled

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE979E
Commercial Lighting Efficiency

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Prep worker

Site Representative Phone Number

Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
12/12/05

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Fail

Total number of lines in table:
103

Number of lines selected for insp:
20

Errors allowed:
3

Errors observed:
10

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
no

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
Yes, lifestyle remodel

Store appears to have expanded?
Some areas in main sales floor

Fixture Configurations changed?
Yes, to the usual lifestyle store lighting configuration.

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

This store has been remodeled to a "lifestyle" store.  The layout of the store is similar to another one recently visited.  All the departments are in the same area of the store and the sizes of the two stores are similar as well.  They both follow the “lifestyle” changes.  This store was remodeled in 2005.

PSP Retention Study Site Visit Survey Form

Basic Information:

Project PNOSAE1192C
Commercial Lighting Controls

Site Representative Name


Site Representative Title
Dept Manager

Site Representative Phone Number


Inspector

Alex Hui

Inspection Date
1/10/06

Inspection summary:

Pass/Fail:

Pass

Total number of lines in table:
12

Number of lines selected for insp:
2

Errors allowed:
0

Errors observed:
0

Observed Deficiency:

Significant Amount of lamps burnt out?
n

Store Appears to have been remodeled recently?
n

Store appears to have expanded?
n

Fixture Configurations changed?
n

Additional Notes from observations of the inspector:

The site representative informs the inspector that no major retrofits have occurred at the location for the past 9 years, and added that some fixtures are in need of replacement or need new housings to be installed on them. The lights in this store have not been significantly modified according to the site rep. No significant changes to the lighting controls were observed.

Inspection Report Summary

Project PSANAIRRSE

Institutional Lighting Efficiency

Inspector : Alex Hui

Site representative:  Facility maintenance 

Representative phone number

Inspection Date : December 6, 2005

Number of Lines in LE Table for project : 12

Number of Lines selected for inspection : 2

Number of errors allowed: 1

Number of errors found: 0

A retention inspection was performed on December 6, 2005 by Alex Hui of Nexant.  The inspector was accompanied by a senior electrician of the facility.  He escorted the inspector throughout the site and discussed the remodeling work that has been performed since the lighting retrofits were performed for the PSP-1 program nine years ago.

The representative notified the inspector that one area had asbestos abatement work performed approximately 3-4 years ago which changed the appearance of the fixtures.  After the asbestos abatement remodeling, the facility had changed the normal ceiling fixtures with lens covers to drop-down fixtures that used the same lamps and ballasts installed using the funds from the PowerSaving Partners Program

In addition, the facility has removed and delamped fixtures in its east hallway in an effort to curtail even more energy usage.  In its main east corridor, the facility has removed two out of four F42ILL fixtures in every other row, or a quarter of the total fixtures in the center hallway.  Furthermore, it has installed photocells on lights adjacent to street entrances to achieve further energy savings with the use of natural daylight.


The inspected area of the facility is scheduled to be demolished by 2010 and replaced at that time.

The retention inspection passed with no errors on the inspected lines.
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_1202542312.xls
Realization Rates

		

		Measure		PG&E Project Code		Project Host		Claimed kW		Inspected kW		kW Realization Rate		Claimed kWh		Inspected kWh		kWh Realization Rate

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE749E		SAFEWAY		17.78		16.36		0.92

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE785E		SAFEWAY		27.85		27.94		1.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE933E		SAFEWAY		21.36		17.12		0.80

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE956E		SAFEWAY		9.98		9.83		0.99

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR311		THRIFTY		5.73		5.34		0.93

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR541		THRIFTY		12.33		12.88		1.04

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR613		THRIFTY		6.52		6.55		1.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR765		THRIFTY		2.85		2.75		0.96

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSH10		HOSPITALS		10.00		9.85		0.99

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR09		HOSPITALS		4.08		4.08		1.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR26		HOSPITALS		3.68		3.46		0.94

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE638C		SAFEWAY		3.70		2.28		0.62

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE761C		SAFEWAY		15.13		15.13		1.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE768C		SAFEWAY		20.49		18.46		0.90

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE286E		SAFEWAY		15.40		15.68		1.02

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE111E		SAFEWAY		13.96		12.56		0.90

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE979E		SAFEWAY		16.92		26.18		1.55

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR628		THRIFTY		2.22		2.19		0.99

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR49X		THRIFTY		2.16		1.43		0.66

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR572		THRIFTY		7.49		6.78		0.91

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR646		THRIFTY		16.25		16.25		1.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR756		THRIFTY		2.75		2.90		1.06

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR775		THRIFTY		1.16		1.19		1.03

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR01		HOSPITALS		5.88		6.29		1.07

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR25		HOSPITALS		1.69		1.69		1.00

		LE Institutional		PSANAIRRSE		AIRPORT		26.48		25.10		0.95

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE256C		SAFEWAY						0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE933C		SAFEWAY		11.60		16.84		1.45

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE969C		SAFEWAY

		By Measure

		Measure		PG&E Project Code		Project Host		Claimed kW		Inspected kW		kW Realization Rate		Claimed kWh		Inspected kWh		kWh Realization Rate

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE749E		SAFEWAY		17.8		16.4		0.92		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE785E		SAFEWAY		27.8		27.9		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE933E		SAFEWAY		21.4		17.1		0.80		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE956E		SAFEWAY		10.0		9.8		0.99		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR311		THRIFTY		5.7		5.3		0.93		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR541		THRIFTY		12.3		12.9		1.04		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR613		THRIFTY		6.5		6.5		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR765		THRIFTY		2.9		2.7		0.96		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE286E		SAFEWAY		15.4		15.7		1.02		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE111E		SAFEWAY		14.0		12.6		0.90		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE979E		SAFEWAY		16.9		26.2		1.55		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR628		THRIFTY		2.2		2.2		0.99		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR49X		THRIFTY		2.2		1.4		0.66		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR572		THRIFTY		7.5		6.8		0.91		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR646		THRIFTY		16.3		16.3		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR756		THRIFTY		2.8		2.9		1.06		0		0		0.00

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR775		THRIFTY		1.2		1.2		1.03		0		0		0.00

		TOTAL LE Commercial						182.7		183.9		1.01		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSH10		HOSPITALS		10.0		9.9		0.99		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR09		HOSPITALS		4.1		4.1		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR26		HOSPITALS		3.7		3.5		0.94		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR01		HOSPITALS		5.9		6.3		1.07		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR25		HOSPITALS		1.7		1.7		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LE Institutional		PSANAIRRSE		AIRPORT		26.5		25.1		0.95		0		0		0.00

		TOTAL LE Institutional						51.8		50.5		0.97		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE638C		SAFEWAY		3.7		2.3		0.62		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE761C		SAFEWAY		15.1		15.1		1.00		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE768C		SAFEWAY		20.5		18.5		0.90		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE256C		SAFEWAY		0.0		0.0		0.00		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE933C		SAFEWAY		11.6		16.8		1.45		0		0		0.00

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE969C		SAFEWAY		0.0		0.0		0.00		0		0		0.00

		TOTAL LC Commercial						50.9		52.7		1.04		0		0		0.00





Inspection Results

		Measure		PG&E Project Code		Study Measure		Number of lines total		Number of lines inspected		Number of Errors		Pass/Fail Status		Retention Rate

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE749E		Com LE		129		20		3		Pass		92%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE785E		Com LE		98		20		3		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE933E		Com LE		114		20		8		Fail		98%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE956E		Com LE		144		20		1		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR311		Com LE		46		8		2		Fail		91%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR541		Com LE		36		8		2		Fail		100%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR613		Com LE		54		13		1		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR765		Com LE		68		13		1		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE286E		Com LE		97		20		1		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE111E		Com LE		77		13		1		Pass		93%

		LE Commercial		PNOSAE979E		Com LE		103		20		10		Fail		81%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR628		Com LE		46		8		1		Pass		99%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR572		Com LE		82		13		5		Fail		100%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR646		Com LE		68		13		5		Fail		92%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR756		Com LE		71		13		0		Pass		100%

		LE Commercial		PPROTHR775		Com LE		53		13		3		Fail		95%

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSH10		Inst LE		180		32		1		Pass		48%

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR09		Inst LE		71		13		0		Pass		100%

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR26		Inst LE		15		2		1		Fail		100%

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR01		Inst LE		125		20		4		Fail		99%

		LE Institutional		PALAHOSR25		Inst LE		12		2		0		Pass		99%

		LE Institutional		PSANAIRRSE		Inst LE		123		20		5		Fail		100%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE638C		Com LC		80		13		2		Pass		94%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE761C		Com LC		50		8		0		Pass		100%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE768C		Com LC		108		20		18		Fail		100%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE256C		Com LC		123		20		5		Fail		100%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE933C		Com LC		114		20		8		Fail		100%

		LC Commercial		PNOSAE969C		Com LC		89		13		8		Fail		82%





Summary

		

		It appears that most safeway stores have either undergone the "lifestyle" remodeling or are planning to undergo "lifestyle" remodeling where

		the stores plan to remodel parts or the complete store to give it a warmer, more organic "whole foods" look and feel to make the stores cater

		to a higher end - customer.  The remodeling of different areas of the store will also result in the addition of metal halide lights to spotlight

		merchandise, and some, if not all, PSP fixtures will be removed at that time.

																																												Efficiency Savings for Controls Measures

																																												Only selected lines

		M&V Methodology		Site Visit Date		Call Date		Measure		PSP Partner		PG&E Project Code		Project Host		Store		Alias		Contact		Address		Phone		Peak kW		Annual kWh		Therms		Inspection Result		Number of lines total		Number of lines inspected		Number of Errors		Original kW		Inspected kW		Original kW		Inspected kW		kW Realization Rate

		On-site inspection		12/05/05				LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE749E		SAFEWAY		SAFE749				Store Manager		5 Carmel Center Plaza, Carmel, CA 93921		831-624-7626		34.33		276,362.44		0.00		P		129		20		3		64.00		63.09		17.78		16.36		0.92

		On-site inspection		12/12/05				LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE785E		SAFEWAY		SAFE785				Bakery Customer Service Rep		850 La Playa, San Francisco, CA 94121		415-387-4664		67.56		536,157.87		0.00		P		98		20		3		57.26		57.26		27.85		27.94		1.00

		On-site inspection		12/27/05				LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE933E		SAFEWAY		SAFE933				Alan C, Liquor Dept Specialist		406 North Main St, Sebastopol, CA		707-823-1101		30.79		243,858.61		0.00		F		114		20		8		41.92		42.34		21.36		17.12		0.80

		On-site inspection		12/27/05				LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE956E		SAFEWAY		SAFE956				Walt, Meat Dept Manager		1799 Marlow Road, Santa Rosa, CA		707-528-3062		38.94		308,980.48		0.00		P		144		20		1		39.85		39.71		9.98		9.83		0.99

		On-site inspection		12/19/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR311		THRIFTY		P4311		Rite Aid #5933		Store Manager		27 Orinda Way, Orinda, CA 94563		925-253-1904		9.03		55,589.22		0.00		F		46		8		2		10.46		10.07		5.73		5.34		0.93

		On-site inspection		12/06/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR541		THRIFTY		T6541		Rite Aid #5883		Store Manager		160 Country Club Gate Center, Pacific Grove, CA		831-373-8323		26.83		162,777.67		0.00		F		36		8		2		27.34		34.41		12.33		12.88		1.00

		On-site inspection		12/12/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR613		THRIFTY		T6613		Rite Aid #5928		Store Manager		1491 West Imola Ave., Napa, CA 94559		707-255-4218		10.86		66,752.94		0.00		P		54		13		1		11.56		11.59		6.52		6.55		1.00

		On-site inspection		12/05/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR765		THRIFTY		T6765		Rite Aid #5833		Store Manager		531 Five Cities Drive, Pismo Beach, CA 93449		805-773-1825		9.26		56,169.67		0.00		P		68		13		1		9.61		9.50		2.85		2.75		0.96

		On-site inspection		01/12/06				LE Institutional		Alameda		PALAHOSH10		HOSPITALS		HIGH10		Highland Hospital		Robert Alfieri/Bruce Baxter/Ed Capitanoco/Lou Schwartz/John George		1411 E. 31St., Oakland, CA		510-772-8828,510-667-7978, 510-437-4957, 510-867-8414		17.83		115,880.32		0.00		P		180		32		1		18.71		18.57		10.00		9.85		0.99

		On-site inspection		1/10/2006, 1/12/2006				LE Institutional		Alameda		PALAHOSR09		HOSPITALS		FAIR09		Fairmont Hospital		Bill Kabage		15400 Foothill Blvd, San Leandro, CA		510-867-8414		11.04		48,173.11		0.00		P		71		13		0		12.35		12.35		4.08		4.08		1.00

		On-site inspection		1/10/2006, 1/12/2006				LE Institutional		Alameda		PALAHOSR26		HOSPITALS		FAIR26		Fairmont Hospital		Bill Kabage		15400 Foothill Blvd, San Leandro, CA		510-867-8414		0.06		355.68		0.00		F		15		2		1		4.06		3.84		3.68		3.46		0.94

		On-site inspection		12/19/05				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE638C		SAFEWAY		SAFE638				Buffy, Deli Dept		4100 Redwood Rd, Oakland, CA		510-531-0565		5.78		55,150.00		0.00		P		80		13		2		23.31		20.39		3.70		2.28

		On-site inspection		12/06/05				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE761C		SAFEWAY		SAFE761				Store Manager		1212 Forest Ave, Pacific Grove, CA		831-375-8262		5.23		58,153.65		0.00		P		50		8		0		29.00		29.00		15.13		15.13

		On-site inspection		12/08/05				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE768C		SAFEWAY		SAFE768				Enrique Ochoa, Assistant Store Manager		20629 Redwood Rd, Castro Valley, CA		510-538-3088		2.68		31,158.79		0.00		F		108		20		18		32.18		37.96		20.49		18.46

		Telephone interview and site inspection		01/19/06		01/09/06		LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE286E		SAFEWAY		SAFE286				Kimberly Schwartz, Bakery Dept Spokesperson		4805 Granite Drive, Rocklin, CA 95677		916-624-0669		36.15		295,746.20		0.00		P		97		20		1		34.70		34.70		15.40		15.68		1.00

		Telephone interview and site inspection		01/19/06		01/09/06		LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE111E		SAFEWAY		SAFE111				Mike B, Produce Manager		105 Neal St, Grass Valley, CA		530-273-0115		28.44		241,689.42		0.00		P		77		13		1		28.67		27.27		13.96		12.56		0.90

		On-site interview and inspection		12/12/05				LE Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE979E		SAFEWAY		SAFE979				Kim, Bakery Prep Worker		900 Diablo Ave, Novato, CA		415-898-1503		30.94		245,419.86		0.00		F		103		20		10		32.09		42.87		16.92		26.18		1.00

		On-site interview and inspection		12/05/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR628		THRIFTY		T6628		Rite Aid #5879		Store Manager		650 Walnut Ave, Greenfield, CA 93927		831-674-5565		6.14		37,495.51		0.00		P		46		8		1		6.41		6.38		2.22		2.19		0.99

		On-site interview and inspection		12/19/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR572		THRIFTY		T6572				Store Manager		20 East 18th St., Antioch, CA 94509				35.05		210,970.69		0.00		F		82		13		5		4.89		4.16		2.16		1.43		0.66

		On-site interview and inspection		12/12/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR646		THRIFTY		T6646		Rite Aid #5908		Store Manager		102 Sunset Avenue, Suisun City, CA		925-757-7161		4.71		28,699.95		0.00		F		68		13		5		11.93		11.30		7.49		6.78		0.91

		On-site interview and inspection		12/27/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR756		THRIFTY		T6756		Rite Aid #5941		Store Manager		1021 Bridge St., Colusa, CA 95932		707-426-4242		11.58		70,621.57		0.00		P		71		13		0		8.30		8.30		16.25		16.25		1.00

		On-site interview and inspection		12/05/05				LE Commercial		PAI		PPROTHR775		THRIFTY		T6775		Rite Aid #6088		Store Manager		345 Town Center West, Santa Maria, CA		530-458-2494		7.88		48,396.91		0.00		F		53		13		3		5.58		5.73		2.75		2.90		1.00

		Telephone interview and site inspection		1/10/2006, 1/12/2006		12/14/05		LE Institutional		Alameda		PALAHOSR01		HOSPITALS		FAIR01		Fairmont Hospital		Bill Kabage		15400 Foothill Blvd, San Leandro, CA		510-867-8414		4.95		31,359.64		0.00		P		47		8		1		5.27		5.30		1.16		1.19		1.00

		Telephone interview and site inspection		1/10/2006, 1/12/2006		12/14/05		LE Institutional		Alameda		PALAHOSR25		HOSPITALS		FAIR25		Fairmont Hospital		Gloria Perkins		2060 Fairmont Dr, San Leandro, CA		510-346-1311		13.23		67,902.75		0.00		F		125		20		4		14.38		14.80		5.88		6.29		1.00

		On-site interview and inspection		12/06/05				LE Institutional		San Jose		PSANAIRRSE		AIRPORT		COURSE				Dennis Towne		SJC - San Jose Mineta Airport, San Jose, CA		408-277-4371		11.46		100,370.33		0.00		P		12		2		0		11.65		11.65		1.69		1.69		1.00

		On-site interview and inspection		01/10/06				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE256C		SAFEWAY		SAFE1192				Virgil, Meat Dep Manager		4309 Clayton Rd, Concord, CA 94521		925-356-2710		10.16		110,975.81		0.00		F		123		20		5		39.23		37.86		26.48		25.10

		On-site interview and inspection		12/27/05				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE933C		SAFEWAY		SAFE933				Alan C, Liquor Dept Specialist		406 North Main St, Sebastopol, CA		707-823-1101		9.22		102,134.16		0.00		F		114		20		8		41.92		42.34

		On-site interview and inspection		12/19/05				LC Commercial		Noresco		PNOSAE969C		SAFEWAY		SAFE969				David Volo, Store Manager		1355 Moraga Way, Moraga, CA 94556		925-376-9492		6.12		67,847.40		0.00		F		89		13		8		21.798		29.284		11.60		16.84

		Table-1: Approved CY9 Hours of Operation for Nob Hill Stores

				Summer						Winter

		Usage Group		Peak		Part Peak		Off Peak		Part Peak		Off Peak		Total

		Main Sales Floor		565		659		1,896		1,196		1,873		6,189

		Warehouse Back Areas		666		801		2,332		1,424		2,313		7,536

		Specialty Areas		728		806		1,829		1,498		1,809		6,670

		Exterior		630		678		1,650		1,274		1,630		5,862

		Office		621		700		1,857		1,320		1,839		6,337

		Walk-Ins		733		825		2,120		1,523		2,096		7,297

		Closets, RR, Eq. Areas		607		705		2,027		1,283		2,003		6,625

		Table-2: Approved Hours of Operation for Safeway Stores

				Summer						Winter

		Usage Group		Peak		Part Peak		Off Peak		Part Peak		Off Peak		Total

		Main Sales Floor		676		789		2,228		1,433		2,257		7,383

		Warehouse Back Areas		677		786		2,292		1,430		2,264		7,449

		Specialty Areas		755		724		1,396		1,445		1,383		5,703

		Exterior		135		377		1,894		501		1,867		4,774

		Office		550		604		1,471		1,128		1,459		5,212

		Walk-Ins		644		723		1,799		1,335		1,778		6,279

		Closets, RR, Eq. Areas		428		476		1,373		878		1,378		4,533

		Anti-Sweat Contolled		435		511		1,456		925		1,438		4,765

		Main Air Handler Motor		706		824		2,407		1,496		2,378		7,811

		Main Sales Floor-2HRS		575		671		1,881		1,217		1,859		6,203

		Main Sales Floor-4HRS		697		798		2,050		1,461		2,026		7,032

		Main Sales Floor-6HRS		533		622		1,403		1,129		1,388		5,075
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