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SDG&E - Study Nos. 930 and 966
1994 – 1995 Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program  Fourth-Year Retention Study
Introduction and Executive Summary

This is a Verification Report (VR) of San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) retention study for energy efficiency measures installed through their Agricultural Energy Efficiency Incentives Program (AEEI) during the 1994 and 1995 program years (PY94 and PY95).  The AEEI retention study was performed by SDG&E with audit assistance from Xenergy, Inc.

Typically, ECONorthwest’s verification efforts include:

•
evaluation of the study methodology,

•
replication of the statistical findings of the study, and

•
recommendations to the ORA.

The standard VR reporting format generally consists of the presentation of findings in five sections.
  Given the characteristics of SDG&E’s AEEI Program and the findings of this retention study, however, ECONorthwest’s verification efforts will be summarized in this Executive Summary section.

Measures Studied

The Protocols require that the utilities conduct a retention study on “the top ten measures, excluding measures that have been identified as miscellaneous (per Table C-9), ranked by net resource value or the number of measures that constitutes the first 50% of the estimated resource value, whichever number of measures is less.”
  In PY94, all of the measures associated with the AEEI Program were classified as miscellaneous.  Therefore, no measures for this program year were available for the retention study.  For PY95, one measure captured approximately 60 percent of the total resource value for this program.  As such, this pump measure was the only measure included in the retention study.

Xenergy attempted to conduct an on-site audit of this measure.  However, after several phone calls and an aborted, unscheduled site visit, the customer confirmed via telephone that the measure was in place and still operating.

Summary of Findings
No issues developed as a result of ECONorthwest’s verification of SDG&E’s retention study for the AEEI Program.

Recommendation to ORA

ECONorthwest recommends that no adjustments be made to the ex ante EULs for the pumping measures studied.

Appendix

From: Alec Josephson (8/12/99)

To: Joy Yamagata

CC: Athena Besa, Tom Light

                          SDG&E retention studies-data request #1

 Our verification of SDG&E's retention studies continues.  Efforts thus far reveal no anomolies--the individual studies are concise and well written, methodologies appear sound, and the information reported in each of the study's Table 6 is consistent with the data contained in the "Table 6 work.xls" spreadsheet sent to ECONorthwest by Gail Bennett.  

 At this point, we have a solid understanding of the mapping between individual measure workbooks and the Table 6 spreadsheet; however, we would like to more fully explore the individual measure workbooks.  As you are certainly aware, these workbooks are quite complex and, as such, it is very difficult to trace backwards from the Table 6 spreadsheet in order to understand the underlying  mechanics of the individual measure workbooks and worksheets.  (For instance, the estimated median lifetime, SE of the median, and Z-stat information reported on Table 6 all, at some point, link to the values contained in cells E4:H4 in the statistics worksheet.)  Can you please supply ECONorthwest with a description ("show your work" type description, perhaps with flow chart) that would enable us to follow the mechanical and mathematical processes contained in the measure workbooks and allow us to report with confidence on the EUL values contained in the Table 6s?

 Thanks.  Alec

From: Schiffman, Dean (7/14/99)

To: 'josephson@portland.econw.com'

CC: Besa, Athena, Yamagata, Joy C.

         Next step in providing you information
Here is the WORD file I promised you yesterday.  Please let me know if it does not properly open.  As I mentioned in my last note, the document is somewhat cryptic, but I believe it will be of some value to you.  It

documents the mechanics of running the macros that produce the maximum

likelihood estimates of median life and their standard errors.  The

documentation is by measure (that is, by workbook).  What this document will NOT do--and that is the work I will turn to now--is to substantiate the reasonableness of the estimates and their standard errors.

So, while you explore whether this document is of any use to you, I will

proceed to that next step.  Probably before the end of the week, I will

write up a few guidelines to help you sort through the interpretation of the maximum likelihood results without having to deal with any of the heavy duty mathematics of the issue.  These guidelines will be based on intuition, a few mathematical rules of thumb, and the flow chart that you suggested.

Maybe a final step in this process would be to sort through the hardcore mathematical issues of maximum likelihood estimation.  But I strongly

suspect the work we will have finished by that point will be sufficient.

Thanks!

Dean

 <<documentation.doc>>
From: Schiffman, Dean (7/14/99)

To: 'josephson@portland.econw.com'

         Minor misspelling
On the document I just sent you, the work "not" under Procedure A should be "note".

From: Schiffman, Dean (7/19/99)

To: 'josephson@portland.econw.com'

CC: Besa, Athena, Yamagata, Joy C.

         Installment #2 on your data request
I've attached a WORD file that, hopefully, contains some good advice with respect to navigating through the retention studies.  The file contains a flow chart that describes the estimation process, and various ideas that are central to understanding the estimation process.  The file should contain two graphics (in case it doesn't translate well for you).  Please let me know if somehow the file doesn't work for you.

Later this week, I will send you the last installment:  a rigorous

description of the mathematics that supports the calculation of the standard errors (the attached WORD document gives you some rules of thumb o this issue).

'Hope this helps.

From: Alec Josephson (8/12/99)

To: Schiffman, Dean

CC: Besa, Athena, Yamagata, Joy C., Tom Light

        Reply to:   RE: Installment #2 on your data request
Dean, 

I had no problems reading the Word file that came with the second installment.  I look forward to the third and, hopefully, last installment to this data request.  Also, your efforts and prompt attention to this data request are very much appreciated.  I hope that my delayed response does not suggest otherwise.  Alec

From: Schiffman, Dean (7/21/99)

To: 'Alec Josephson'

CC: Besa, Athena

         RE: Installment #2 on your data request
Alec;

I'm glad the stuff is helpful.  Don't hesitate to fire off any oddball questions that would assist you in interpreting the main part of the response.

From: Alec Josephson (8/12/99)

To: Athena Besa, Schiffman, Dean, Joy Yamagata

CC: Tom Light

                                  Quick question

 Hi Folks,

 I have a quick question (this concerns primarily the CEEI Program) regarding the adoption of ex post EULs from the retention study.  Given the lack of failures that one would expect over a 4 year time span, in most cases the ex ante EUL becomes the ex post EUL for the earnings claim.  However, there are a few measures in the CEEI Program with rather extravagent EULs that are bounded by the confidence interval and, therefore, adopted as the ex post EUL for the earnings claim.  I am referring to occupancy sensors (75.8 EUL) and two 2FO32/1B4T8s (90.6 and 85 EULs).  

 I have not been able to verify these EULs in the E-tables because I don't have E-3 tables or feeder sheets for PY94.  (Joy and Athena, please see yesterday's email.)  In light of the relatively small number of failures for each measure, we are concerned that it may be unreasonable to rely on a model that predicts that 50% of the measures will be removed in 90+ years when only 2% of the measures have failed after 4 years.  Can you please elaborate?   

Thanks, Alec

From: Schiffman, Dean (8/11/99)

To: 'Alec Josephson'

CC: Rubin, Rob, Besa, Athena, Yamagata, Joy C.

         RE: Quick question

Alec;

We got your note.  I understand your question.  Rob Rubin would be our expert in this area, and he's gone for a couple of days.  He and I will hash out an answer and get back to you late this week or early next week.

Your question is a good one, loaded with good intuition, so I'm sure we'll be able to get you a good answer.

From: Alec Josephson (8/13/99)

To: Schiffman, Dean

                                  Quick question, part II

 Hi Dean;

 Given the lack of sleep that typically occurs during the last stages of the AEAP, I need to rephrase a piece of yesterday's email.  "However, there are a few measures in the CEEI Program with rather extravagent EULs whose ex ante EULs are not bounded by the confidence interval and, therefore, the EUL from the study is adopted as the ex post EUL for the  earnings claim."  Thanks and sorry for the mix up.  Alec.

From: Schiffman, Dean (8/13/99)

To: 'Alec Josephson'

         RE: Quick question, part II

Got it.  We are aware of your tight schedule, and we'll get back to you

immediately.










� As with most of the other VRs, the first section contains an introduction and executive summary of the findings, along with recommendations to the Office of Ratepayers Advocates (ORA).  The second section discusses the data and documentation supplied by SDG&E and audit contractors.  The third section details ECONorthwest’s replication and assessment of the analytical procedures used in the study.  The fourth section reports recommended modifications to the dataflow and analytical procedures used in the study.  The final section presents the recommended changes to the filed effective useful life (EUL) calculations for each measure studied.


� “Protocols and Procedures for the Verification of Costs, Benefits, and Shareholder Earnings from Demand-Side Management Programs,” as adopted by California Public Utilities Commission Decision 93-05-063, Revised March 1998.
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