MEMO

To:                       
Scott Logan, CPUC/ORA

From:
Kenneth M. Keating,  ORA Evaluation Consultant

Date:
August 21, 1999  

Subject:
Review Memo for PG&E 335B:  AEEI – Refrigeration End Use

REVIEW SUMMARY

1. Utility:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company                        


Study ID: 335B

Program and PY:  Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program:  PY1997

End Use(s):  Pumping End-Use

2.  Utility Study Title:  “Impact Evaluation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s  1996 Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program:  Refrigeration End Use ”

3. Type of Study:  1st Year Load Impact Study                

 Required by Table 8A: Yes.

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

Study Completion:  March 1, 1998 
Required Documentation Received:   Yes                    

Retroactive Waivers:   Retroactive Waivers: (1) approved on June 17, 1998 that allows (a) the gross load impacts for refrigeration and greenhouse end-uses to be based on simplified engineering analyses supported by a phone survey, and (b) the use of a default NTG ratio of 0.75 for all AEEI end-uses provided the Company prepared a Market Effects study on Ag pumping that studies four important market barriers. (2) Approved on January 20, 1999, identified, for the Refrigeration end use, the designated the unit of analysis as “load impacts per ton of refrigeration affected.”

5.  Reported Impact Results:

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:.

Refrigeration: peak: 21.94 kW (0.080 kW per unit; 0.69 gross realization rate).  Energy:  196,149 kWh (716 kWh per designated unit {ton of refrigeration affected};  1.07 gross realization rate). 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Refrigeration:  peak:  16.46 kW ( 0.06 kW per unit;  0.69 net demand realization rate
).  Energy:  147,112 kWh (537 kWh per unit;  1.07 net energy realization rate
). 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.75



    Energy:
0.75

7.  Review Findings:
(a) Conformity with Protocols:  The study is generally in conformity with the protocols as modified by the retroactive waivers. 

(b) Acceptability of Study results: The engineering results appear to be defensible.

Recommendations:  The recommendation is to accept the earnings claims as documented in this Study and laid out in Table 6.

OVERVIEW

The Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program is a shared savings program for purposes of shareholder incentives.  As such, the actual ex post evaluation results from the first year load impact study are important to the calculation of the shareholder incentive. Shareholder incentives for the PG&E that are dependent on this AEEI study are $107,000. 
REPORTED IMPACT RESULTS

Average Annual Gross Load Impacts:.

Refrigeration: peak: 21.94 kW (0.080 kW per unit; 0.69 gross realization rate).  Energy:  196,149 kWh (716 kWh per designated unit {ton of refrigeration affected};  1.07 gross realization rate). 

Average Annual  Net Load Impacts:  

Refrigeration:  peak:  16.46 kW ( 0.06 kW per unit;  0.69 net demand realization rate
).  Energy:  147,112 kWh (537 kWh per unit;  1.07 net energy realization rate
). 

Net-to-gross ratios:  Peak:  
0.75



    Energy:
0.75

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Study estimated the gross load impacts the Refrigeration end-use through simplified engineering analyses, supported by 13 on-site visits.  The sample frame for the refrigeration end-use was the universe of 13 participants.  The engineering approach was documented in good detail in the Study Appendix, and the evaluators zeroed out the gross impacts from two sites. In addition, the evaluators applied conservative estimates and backed their results by using alternative methodologies and billing data to test the reasonableness of the estimates that they made.  

The net-to-gross determined by the retroactive waiver of June 17, 1998 that designated the value as 0.75.

Evaluation Issues:

This is a strong load impact study in terms of its gross load impact analysis and its efforts to understand the differences between ex ante and ex post estimates. 

CONFORMITY WITH THE PROTOCOLS

Measurement Protocols:  This Study appears to be in good conformity with the retroactive waivers to the measurement Protocols.

Reporting Protocols:  Tables 6 and 7 are adequately documented. 

RECOMMENDATION

The recommendation is to accept the load impact claims as documented in the Study.

� Table 6 has anomalies in the realization rates per designated unit (which appears to be due to dividing the realization rate by the number of designated units).  This review reports the realization rates based on average impacts and on an alternative designated unit found in the Table 6 – “per site.”


� The net realization rate is the same as the gross realization rate, because the ex ante NTG ratio was the same as that approved in the retroactive waiver of June 17, 1998 – 0.75.


� Table 6 has anomalies in the “realization rates per designated unit” – 0.003 for peak and 0.004 for energy -- (which appears to be due to dividing the realization rate by the number of designated units).  This review reports the realization rates based on average impacts and on an alternative designated unit found in the Table 6 – “per site.”


� The net realization rate is the same as the gross realization rate, because the ex ante NTG ratio was the same as that approved in the retroactive waiver of June 17, 1998 – 0.75.
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