On-Site Verification Report for PG&E’s Standard Performance Contracting Program

Introduction

This report summarizes the results of five days of on-site inspections conducted by ORA staff and its consultants of customers included in PG&E’s large and small SPC program.  The primary purpose of these inspections was to verify that the rebated measures had been installed as reported by PG&E.  On-site visits were done for participants in program year 2001 and covered a variety of end uses.   

Sampling Strategy for On-Site Inspections

The sampling approached used to select sites for inspection involved targeting customers that:

· Participated in PG&E’s large or small SPC program in program year 2001,

· Submitted a Project Installation Report (“PIR”) indicating that measures have been installed by the end of June, 2002.

A clustering technique developed by ECONorthwest was used to find groups (or clusters) of sites that meet the two sampling criteria listed above, maximized the amount of savings and kWh for a four to five site day and, provided a reasonable range of end uses.  By clustering visits, ORA and its consultants were able to maximize the number of sites that could be visited by minimizing the amount of travel time between visits. Cluster sampling is a common and accepted way of reducing sampling costs while maximizing the number the units that can be sampled.  

The on-site verification effort conducted by ORA took place on five days—July 7th through July 11th.  Five to six sites were visited each day, for a total sample of 26 projects over the five day on-site verification period.  Clusters were selected from (1) San Francisco (2) San Jose (3) Union City (4) Merced and, (5) Fresno areas. The tables below compare savings amounts for ORA’s selected sample and the entire population of applications involved in PG&E’s SPC program claim for program year 2001. 

Table 1: Number of Projects at Each Stage of Application Process
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Table 1 provides the submittal type and status from which the project population was determined.  Only projects that had reached the Project Installation Report (PIR) stage by June 1, 2002 were included as these are the only projects for which payments had been recorded.  Therefore, the relevant population for the inspection is 155 projects.  

Table 2:  Sampled Savings by End Use (kW and kWh)
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Table 2 shows the sampled percent of total kW and kWh by end use for the 2001 program year of both small and large customers.  The population savings numbers indicate the savings for the entire population of qualified participants for each end use for PY 2001.  The sample savings numbers reflect that portion of the total savings that was included in the sample of on-site inspection sites.  The projects included in the sample accounted for 39 percent of kWh savings and 55 percent of the kW savings for PY 2001.  Table 3 shows the sampled percent of projects and payments by end use. 

Table 3:  Sampled Savings by End Use (Projects and Payments)
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Table 4:  Summary of Sites Visited from PG&E’s SPC Program
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Table 4 shows information on the individual participants that were visited during the on-site verification process.  These sites include information on gross savings (kW and annual kWh) and incentive amounts paid to date, as reported in PG&E’s tracking data for the SPC program as of June, 2002. 
  

Results of On-Site Visits 

The purpose of the on-site visits were to:

· Verify that the program measures had been installed as claimed in the PIR,

· Verify that the program measures were operating at the facility, and

· Gather information that might be useful for recommending changes to the SPC program requirements.

ECONorthwest conducted on-site verification visits along with representatives from PG&E and consultants used by PG&E to verify program savings.  Staff from the ORA and Energy Division also came along on some of the site visits.  ECONorthwest staff participated in the site visits on July 7th through July 11th.   For many of these on-site visits, the inspection team was accompanied by a PG&E account representative.  In addition to the PG&E account representatives, a PG&E staff member also served as the verification team escort for all on-site visits. 

Each on-site visit involved an inspection of the equipment installed through the SPC program.   Each site visit took 30 to 60 minutes and included a short tour of the facility to visually inspect the program measures listed in the PIR.  Where possible, serial numbers and model numbers from the affidavits were checked against the installed equipment.  During each site visit, staff from the facility answered questions about the installed equipment and their satisfaction with the equipment and the SPC program. 

Conclusions

The program measures listed in the SPC affidavits were installed and operating as reported at each of the sites visited.  In general, customers seemed to be satisfied with the new equipment and with the SPC program.  The on-site inspections did not result in any findings that could be used for recommending changes to the current SPC program requirements.  
















� The data used for the sample characterization were submitted by PG&E in response to ORA Data Request 2.  
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