Workpapers for SCE’s On-Site Nonresidential Energy Audits
(an element of the Business Incentive Program)
The following is excerpted from PG&E’s email message from PG&E Genrick Gofman, dated 05/19/05 11:48AM:  “NRA 2003 Findings – Savings”; see Attachment 1: 
…From conversations with Kris Bradley (PG&E) and Pierre Landry (SCE), May 18, 2005:

Estimates of NR Audits savings are shown in Exhibit 4-37 or 4-38 of the 2003 NR Audits Evaluation Study report.  These values are on the one-hand, conservative, because:

· Only lighting & cooling savings counted, NOT process (found to be as large as lighting in large industrial sites), 

· Count only what had been adopted 1 year post-audit by small customers, and 2 yrs post-audit by medium/large customers; ignoring lifecycle savings

· Ignored spillover occurring during and after the evaluation period examined.

· Ignores that participants in the NR Audits program have significantly higher participation in the incentive programs than non-participants.  Therefore, some of the incentive program savings are due to the NR Audits program.  
However, on the other-hand, possibly optimistic, because:

· Are “gross” values (Exhibit 4-37), based on self-reported adoption and ex-ante savings values

· Baseline is not based on non-participants’ EE adoptions.  Instead, baseline is based on participants self-reporting the “influence” the audit had on their adoptions.  This “influence factor” (Exhibit 4-38) as a NTG proxy has a value of 0.78, may be off.

· A portion of the NR Audit savings will be counted by the Express Efficiency and to a lesser degree, SPC or another incentive program.  To avoid this double-counting, consider the NR Audits 2003 study finding that 34% of small customer, high efficiency lighting installations were completed in conjunction with a rebate.  Most of those customers that received a rebate were unsure if the rebate was through either Express or SPC.  52% of large customer, high efficiency lighting installations were completed in conjunction with a rebate.  Most of those customers that received a rebate indicated that is was through a mixture of either Express or SPC.  16% of small customer, high-efficiency cooling installations were completed in conjunction with a rebate.  About half of those customers that received a rebate indicated that is was through Express, and none mentioned SPC.  26% of large customer, high efficiency cooling installations were completed in conjunction with a rebate.  Most of those customers that received a rebate indicated that is was through a mixture of Express and SPC.

· No calibration to billing data was done.

We therefore suggest that the NR Audits program use the following values which we believe will provide a conservative estimate of the savings from the NR Audit program that are NOT tabulated in the incentive programs:

Exhibit 4-37a
Per-Audit Gross Impacts

by End-Use and Customer Size

	Customer
	kWh saved/audit
	kW saved/audit
	Therms saved/audit

	Lighting-small
	  1,461
	0.2
	   0.0

	Lighting-large
	15,264
	2.5
	-  3.8

	HVAC-small
	  1,448
	0.7
	  79.8

	HVAC-large
	  3,634
	0.7
	137.6

	Total-small
	  2,909
	0.9
	79.8

	Total-large
	18,898
	3.2
	133.8

	Total-all
	21,807
	4.1
	213.6


The values in this table are a combination of those in Exhibit 4-37 of the 2003 NR Audits study and the % of Audit participants (shown earlier) that also participated in an incentive program (Express, SPC or other).  These values need to also be adjusted by a NTG (either the value of 0.82 PG&E (Genrick Gofman) has from a previous Audits survey, or as a proxy, the ~ 0.78 based on the “influence-adjusted” shown by Quantum in Exhibit 4-38 of the 2003 NR Audits study).

We are hoping to get much clearer and stronger numbers for NR Audit savings in the 2004-05 evaluation that will get going later this year, and should be done sometime in 2006.  If needed, we will continue to address the issue of savings/audit in the 2006-08 evaluations. 
Enclosed as Attachment 3 is SCE’s “Revised Energy Savings – BCD Onsite Energy Audits (NRA/BIP) which includes the SUMMARY Business Sol & BCD Combined three year totals, which sums the total kW and kWh forecast for the three year 2006-08 on-site energy audit program element of the BIP program.
	Attachment 1 – Email messages between PG&E and SCE: 
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	Attachment 2 – Excerpts from Quantum 2003 Statewide Nonresidential Audit Program Evaluation, March 1, 2005 (Pages 4-44, 4-45)
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	Attachment 3 – Revised energy Savings Summary Table
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"Gofman, Genrick” <Edgardo.Flores@SCE.com>,
~GXGe@pge.com> To <OCisneros@semprautilities.com>,

005 11: . <AYiuarte@semprautilities.com>
05/19/2005 11:48 AM cc "Friedmann, Rafael” <RAFi@pge.com>

hee
Subject FW:NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc

Team,

I'm forwarding you a thorough and comprehensive evaluation and final conclusion of the savings that
|OU would feel safe to claim for energy audits. This review came from our best M&E person who
managed the 2003 study and is in constant communication with the Consultant. Please note that the
numbers are still to be multiplied by & NTG ratio (I use 0.83 per our planning folks) to get net savings.
Those in the table are gross.

Also, | searched for an answer (per our meeting notes) about whether or not very small and small in the
table are for all audits or just for on-site. Actually, it is on the same page as we looked at our meeting
(p.4-45 of the study). The savings for very small and smal! are blended and refiect ALL types of audits.
So, the saving information for very small and small customers can be used for all types of audits and
information for medium and large customers only for on-site.

| submitted saving numbers thai we spoke about and are indicated in table 4-37, but will chénge based
on this new review.

On behalf of our Statewide team I'd like to thank Rafael Friedmann for a such quick and thorough
review.

Genrick Gofman

Program Manager, Supervisor

Pacific Gas and Eiectric Company

tel: 415-973-4007 (company: 223-4007)
cell: 415-342-1733

fax: 415-973-0580 (company: 223-0580)
e-mail; gxgo@pge.com

From: Friedmann, Rafael

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2005 11:17 AM

To: Pierre Landry (Pierre Landry); Gofman, Genrick; Kris Bradiey (kbradley@qcworld.com)
Cec:  James, Kenneth

Subject: NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc

Importance: High

Good morning

Here is a table with proposed savings/audit, with the caveat that you siill need to multiply these values
with a NTG correction factor.






Rafael

]
<<NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc>> NRA 2003 Findings for claining savings.doc






"Friedmann, Rafael"” "Gofman, Genrick” <GXGo@pge.com>,
<RAFi@pge.com> To <Edgardo.Flores@SCE.com>,

) <0 Cisneros@semprautilities.com?>,
05/19/2005 01:22 PM cc "Kris Bradley" <kbradley@gqcworld.com>

bee
Subject RE:NRA 2003 Findings for ¢laiming savings.doc

Good afternoon everybody

| got carried away and calculated a "Total" by mistake--you CANNOT simply add the small and iarge
users to get an overall total--as you obviously need io apply the numbers of each of these to the total
surveys done for those customers. Please, if you use these numbers, apply the small and medium/large
separately to the number of audits done for each cohort, and then tally up the total savings for audits.

To clarify the values in the table--what | did was basically take those in Exhibit 4-37 and multiply as
appropriate, by the 1-% of NRA participants that also went on to an incentive program. That gives the
numbers shown in the table you got. It reflects an estimate of the savings that NR Audits can claim that
will NOT also be counted in the incentive programs (Express, SPC or other). You still need to apply a
NTG (Genrick uses 0.83).

Hope this clarifies any questions you may have. If not, let Genrick know and he'll track me down.
Have a nice afternoon

Rafael Friedmann

From: Gofman, Genrick

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2005 11:48 AM

To: ‘Fdgarde.Flores@SCE.com'; OCisneros@semprautiities.com; AYtuarte@semprautilities.com
Cc:  Friedmann, Rafael

Subject: EW: NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc

Importance: High

Team,

I'm forwarding you a thorough and comprehensive evaluation and final conclusion of the savings that
10U would feel safe to claim for energy audits. This review came from our best M&E person who
managed the 2003 study and is in constant communication with the Consultant. Please note that the

numbers are stilf to be multiplied by a NTG ratio (I use 0.83 per our planning folks) to get net savings.
Those in the table are gross.

Also, | searched for an answer (per our meeting notes) about whether or not very small and small in the
table are for all audits or just for on-site. Actually, it is on the same page as we looked at our meeting
(p.4-45 of the study). The savings for very small and small are blended and reflect ALL types of audits.
So, the saving information for very_small and small customers can be used for all ypes of audits and
information for medium and large customers only for on-site.






| submitted saving numbers that we spoke about and are indicated in table 4-37, but wifl change based
on this new review,

On behalf of our Statewide team I'd like to thank Rafael Friedmann for a such quick and thorough
review.

Genrick Gofman

Program Manager, Supervisor

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

tel: 415-973-4007 (company: 223-4007)
cell: 415-342-1733

fax: 415-973-0580 (company: 223-0580)
e-mail: gxgo@poe.com

From: Friedmann, Rafael

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2005 11:17 AM

To: Pierre Landry (Pierre Landry); Gofman, Genrick; Kris Bradley (kbradley@qcworld.com)
Cc:  James, Kenneth

Subject: NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc

Importance: High

Good morning

Here is a table with proposed savings/audit, with the caveat that you still need to multiply these values
with a NTG correcticn factor.

Rafael

<< File: NRA 2003 Findings for claiming savings.doc >>
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Rafael Friedmann
Pacific Gas & Electric

245 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
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Exhibit 4-36 :
Survey-Reported Gross Summer Demand Impacts
by End-Use, Technology Group and Delivery Mechanism

Exhibit 4-36 pregents the gross summer demand impacts for the survey population. Summer
demand impad}s are the most concentrated in the same segments as electric energy impacts.

Gross Participant Summer Demand Impacts (kW)
’ : 2002
End-Use and Technology Group Medium
e e A= 2003 Very Small/Small /Large
On-Line | CD-ROM | Mail | Phone | On-Site | On-Site
i Lighting
Compact Fluorescent Lamps 20.4 3.8 2.3 6.8 7.8 183.8
Efficient Ballast Changeouts 6.0 0.3 - 0.4 2.1 35.5
T-5 and T-8 Lamps and Electronic Ballasts 2.5 2.6 5.0 11.4 2.2 147.1
Delamp Fluorescent Fixtures - - 0.7 9.9 0.6 7.8
Contrals B 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Measures - - - 1.3 - -

Exit Signs - - - - - 63.1
TOTAL LIGHTING 29.0 6.7 7.9 29.8 12.7 437.2
Coaoling

Direct Evaporative Coolers 214 - 168.4 - - -
Set-Back Programmable Thermostats 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
High Eff. Packaged Units, PTAC's and Window/Wall AC's 8.5 2.2 2.8 9.2 1.5 39.8
Reflective Window Film 1.3 0.0 - - 0.5 -
Adjustable Speed Drives - - - - - 0.0
Water Chillers - - - - - 39.8
TOTAL COOLING 31.2 2.2 171.2 9.2 2.0 79.6|
i
Quantum Consulting Inc. 4-44 2003 Nonresidential Audit Evaluation

Impact Assessment





The resulting impacts shown in Exhibits 4-33 through 4-36 above reflect not only the success of
a given delivery channel in developing measure installations and impacts, but the distribution
of survey completes by channel. To allow direct comparison across customer size category,
based on the 2003 very small/small survey and the 2002 medium/large survey, Exhibit 4-37
presents impacts on a per-audit basis.

Exhibit 4-37 )
Per-Audit Gross Impacts /
by End-Use and Customer Size

: ~ Gross Participant Per-Unit Impacts by Size .
End-Use | 2003 Very Small/Small 2002 Medium/Large On-Site
Number of Survey Completes B
- | 259 [ 84 -
Gross Per-Audit Annual Electric Energy Impacts (kWh)
Lighting || 2,213 31,800
Cooling | 1,724 4,911
TOTAL | 3,937] 36,7 1|
Gross Per-Audit Summer Demand Impacts (kW)
Lighting 0.3; 5.2
Cooling 0.8] - 0.9
TOTAL 1.2 6.2
Gross Per-Audit Annual Natural Gas Energy Impacts (therms)
Lighting || 0 ‘ B -8
Coo]ing_ﬂ 95 186
TOTAL || 95 . ~ 178

Given the relatively small number of completes by very small/small delivery channel, it was
determined that the resulting per-unit impacts by delivery channel do not adequately support
expected impacts on a per-audit basis. But, by collapsing very small/small results across
delivery channel, the results provide a reasonable estimate of expected savings per audit.
These savings estimates are well in-line with impacts derived in the 2002 NRA evaluation’.

Also shown are gross per-audit impacts for medium and large customer on-sites. These results
clearly show that much greater levels of impact can be obtained through audits completed with
larger customers. '

S, ) = \ . -
7 The 2002 Evaluation estimate of gross impacts per audit is{ é’,zgf-\kWh, representing all size categories and
delivery channels. \ /

s
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