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A.
Introduction

EE is first in resource plan loading order because it’s cost-effective, reliable, faster than alternatives, and socially responsible.  Given its importance, all parameters which are used to determine the amounts of energy actually avoided pursuant to the Commission’s decisions such as avoided costs, incremental measure costs, and measure savings should be the subject of on the record vetting producing a competent reliable record upon which the Commission can based its decision concerning program results and utility earnings.
The state has adopted AB 32 pollution reduction goals with EE as the primary solution.  EE was counted on to achieve massive gains in global warming based on the best known information. Radical, untested change in EM&V methods and inputs based solely on ED’s subjective interpretation, intuition, and self-reported NTG ratios, while well intentioned, are not reliable enough to make these changes.  There is no statistical evidence to make these changes (again, approximately 50% per Table 8 on p. 27) and no public process that leads to a record for the Commission to consider the factual “evidence” held close to the vest by ED.  For example, the ED held a workshop on 12/5/08 and a follow-up webinar on 12/10/2008 to go over the details of the DVR.  After these sessions, the ED admitted to numerous errors in the DVR such that this document, as is, cannot be adopted. The DVR has poorly substantiated updates that would not have stood public scrutiny from utilities and other parties had it been vetted transparently on the record.  

To date, the Commission has not required ED to defend any of its DVR methodologies or conclusions on the record.  Likewise SDG&E and SoCalGas have been denied the opportunity by the Commission to prove, on the record its contentions stated herein.  At the December 5th workshop, Staff and their consultants were making statements that the modifications to the utilities’ data were based on their perceptions of that they believe are “conservative” estimates even if studies did not or were not completed to support such changes.  A clear example is the change in the 90/10 split (residential/commercial) in the participation of customers in the Upstream Lighting.  ED Staff modified PG&E and SCE to a 95/5 split but neglected to update SDG&E’s 100% attribution to the residential market.  At the meeting ED Staff claimed that they did not believe the 90/10 split and thought that SDG&E’s allocation was more conservative.  Yet PG&E and SCE were not adjusted down to SDG&E’s number and neither was SDG&E’s number adjusted upwards to be consistent with PG&E and SCE.  Since this is a statewide program it is not reasonable to subject utilities to different adjustments without any clear studies that support the Staff’s adjustments.

SDG&E and SoCalGas’ understanding of the updates to their reported savings should be based on DEER updates and the verification of measure installation.  In trying to understand the Verification procedures outlined in the Draft Verification Report (DVR), it is not clear that the changes to the utilities reported savings are limited to these two items.

B.
DEER Updates Should be Publicly Vetted and Approved Before Actual Implementation

And while this has happened for certain parameters, such as avoided costs and GHG emissions, discount rates, most parameters in the DEER updates currently are changed only pursuant to the subjective and admittedly arbitrary discretion of the Energy Division.  These include the Net-To-Gross (NTG), measure savings, EULs and IMC parameters.  Given this situation, the energy efficiency savings are subjected to exceptional and indefensible wide swings (approximately 50% per Table 8 on p. 27) and therefore do not provide a reliable source for resource planning.
The Draft Verification Report (DVR) per Commission decisions was supposed to update DEER based on completed M&E studies.  Yet, the ED has, in contravention of Commission decisions, re-calculated the savings based only on computer models and updated the false specificity of NTG ratios based primarily on self-reported methodologies.  As has been repeatedly stated by the utilities on the record and off the record at ED sponsored workshops, none of the conclusions reached by ED and relied upon in producing the DVR were subjected to statistical measurement or the scientific method of setting up a hypothesis and then rejecting or accepting it based on confidence levels and error terms. 
DEER updates and explanations are not as transparent as we are led to believe.  Not all documentation and sources for DEER updates are clearly documented on the DEER website.

The DEER Update Process and the DVR are resounding proof of the need for the Commission itself, as opposed to its staff, to approve, on a well developed record, any updates to the DEER assumptions and direct the utilities to plan portfolios based thereon.  The DVR is clearly unreliable, contrary to CPUC and state EE policy, and riddled with significant deficiencies that make it an unworthy basis for Commission action.
SDG&E’s Small Business Super Saver (3020) lighting savings are based on customer-specific lighting hours which impacts both the KWH savings and estimated useful lives.  However, it appears that a wide-sweeping application of DEER updates were applied to SDG&E’s savings data without thought to whether or not SDG&E’s information was more accurate and therefore provided a more accurate estimate of savings.  It does not appear that ED consultants took the time to understand the mechanics of the program, otherwise they should have come to the same conclusion as SDG&E when it changed its program design to pay incentives based on hours of operation as opposed to paying for widgets, regardless of the usage.

These mechanical application of DEER updates without a through understanding of the program design, does not bode well for the creativity that the Commission encourages the utilities to demonstrate in program design and providing cost effective programs.  If the blind application of DEER becomes the norm, then DEER will drive program design and there will be no incentive to improve customer participation.  Another example is the recent change in DEER to include unverified interactive affects in residential programs that are now driving not only program measurement but actual program design.  Large interactive affects because of heat loss and resulting increases in Therm usage, essentially eliminate all residential EE measures from future cost effective program portfolios.  CFLs, low energy use televisions or any other EE measure that reduce heat are no longer cost effective and will have to be eliminated from the program.
C.
Net-to-Gross Ration Estimation Procedures Do Not Provide Reliable Results
SDG&E and SoCalGas are very concerned with the overall validity and reasonableness of the results outlined in the Energy Efficiency 2006-2007 DVR.  In Table 8 the DVR displays the cumulative savings estimates from the Ex-Ante utility workbooks and the Ex-post Verification results for 2004 -2005.  The Table indicates that for every utility and for every measure of savings (mW, mWh, and Therm) the ex-post estimates have been dramatically reduced, in some cases by more than 50%.  As an example, the table shows for SCG the ex-ante estimate of MMTherm savings dropping from 26.1 Ex-Ante to 11.1 Ex-Post, an overall reduction of over 57%.  
The overriding question related to this DVR must be, “Are these results reasonable, reliable, and actually reflect the true results of the programs?”  SDG&E and SoCalGas believe that this is not the case.  
First, it must be remembered that the ex-ante estimates used for each program cycle were not just dreamed up by the utilities.  Most of these estimates are either based on the 2005 DEER, reliable engineering studies or on other Ex-Post studies, completed in the past, which relied heavily on the same proven and accepted analytical methods used in the current round of verification reports.  Second, nothing has changed from the perspective of installations.  All of the measures in the Ex-Ante estimates were installed and are now in place saving energy.  A reasonable person must ask, “How can the savings from Ex-Ante to Ex-Post change so dramatically in such a short period of time?  And is it reasonable to actually assume these saving do not exist?”  

While the DVR bases it results on two types of studies, those estimating energy savings (impact evaluations) and those estimating NTG values, SDG&E believes that the primary reason for the dramatic reductions in saving is attributable to the new NTG values estimated in the latest studies.  
While there are many problems associated with the Impact Evaluations as well, NTG studies by their very nature are problematic and inaccurate.  SDG&E has in the past often argued against the use of NTG values for Ex-Post verification.  The reasons for this are many.  A few of the most important include:

(1) Markets are not stagnant; they are dynamic and naturally change over time.  
Net-to-gross studies only take a single picture (and a blurry picture at that) of one instant in time.  As the market changes over a three year program cycle one must reasonably expect the NTG element of the market to change as well.  Program plans and delivery mechanisms are based on how a market looks at a particular moment using the best information available at the time, so it is reasonable to then judge those programs using a measurement that changes as the market changes over the program cycle cycle.   Added to this problem is the fact that the very program you are evaluating is itself changing the market.  However, the ED in the DVR judges the success or failure of the program only after the program runs its course based upon how ED arbitrarily sees how the market changed.  This methodology is illogical, indefensible,  unjust and radically misstates the results of the program.  If the program itself is the cause of the market change then the analysis could end up making great success look like complete failure.  

(2)
Net to Gross studies are completed long after the decision to implement a measure has been made.  
Most of the studies being conducted use self report surveys as the major criteria for measuring a utilities influence on the customer.  NTG studies are often conducted at least 2 to 3 years after programs are implemented and long after the decision makers have decided to implement any particular Energy Efficiency measure.  Interviews long after the fact lead to biased and unreliable results.  Asking decision makers why they made a particular decision after several years have passed - given that these individuals make hundreds of decision each day - is unrealistic.  Often the individuals that make the original decisions cannot be found and there is little doubt that questions are asked of individuals that know very little about the original decision.  This specific problem was brought to light in a recent evaluation - the “Evaluation of the 2004 – 2005 Savings by Design Program” completed in August 2007.  The methodology used in this study is “self report” and, in general, very close to the methodology being outlined for use in the 2006 – 2008 NTG program evaluations.  It also appears that the methodology was carried out appropriately and every effort was made to find the individuals responsible for decision making and interview them in such a way as to determine as accurately as possible what they would have done in the absence of the program.  But even the study’s authors indicate that this type of bias is very difficult to overcome.  As stated in the paper on page 74: “This method of analysis relies on the ability of the survey respondent to recall information about the incented measures.  However, it may be difficult for the survey respondents to respond accurately to a hypothetical question about what their actions would have been in the absence of the incentive and program support.  In other words, some of the respondents may have had trouble ‘backing out’ knowledge about measure that they gained through the program.  Therefore, our estimates of free ridership may be biased upward”.  This type of bias essentially eliminates the ability for a NTG estimate to be a fair judge of the accomplishments of the program.

(3)
Decision makers often take credit for the decision made and do not necessarily give sufficient credit to the utility program influencing their decision.  
No one wants to admit that they were unaware or unfamiliar with something they should be aware of for their job.  Decision makers, particularly several years after the fact are very likely to take credit for knowledge that they actually received directly from the EE program.  The above sited study also states on page 73 that: “Decision makers often take credit for decisions made, even though in truth they may not have been responsible for the decision they now take credit for.  Since the program participant may be more likely to take credit for a good decision than give credit to the program, we believe we are likely estimating net savings conservatively”.  It is essentially impossible for the utility program to get a fair evaluation using this type of criteria as a measure of success.

(4)
Net-to-Gross studies use controversial methodologies to estimate results. 
After 30 years of intense program measurement, the utilities are quite confident that the estimations of energy savings made per measure are reasonably close to the actual energy savings that are being realized.  The California utilities and their consultants over these many years have developed the methodologies and techniques that are now generally accepted nationally as reasonable and reliable to generate values for program energy savings.  
The same, however, cannot be said for estimating Net-to-Gross values.  Over this same period of time the utilities and many others have devoted countless hours and dollars to the development of different methodologies in an attempt to get some indication of the true value related to free riders and free drivers.  Unfortunately, no acceptable methodology has been developed that will give consistent and reliable estimates for these measures of program success. The NTG values can change dramatically from study to study, year after year.  The latest studies related to the 2004 – 2005 Energy Efficiency programs are just another example in a long list of failed attempts at trying to measure this controversial value.

(5)
Most importantly - New and Innovate DSM programs start out with high NTG values but then naturally decline. 
This decline can be relatively steep and often the more successful the program the more quickly the NTG values decline.  SDG&E submits it is not reasonable to judge, as the ED does in the DVR, the success of a program based upon the NTG value 3 years after its original implementation.  Employing this type of criteria as operative state policy will lead to reduced innovation and the depress the use of cutting edge technology and therefore would become a major cause of lost opportunity for energy efficiency in California.

Recently Jane Peters and Marjorie McRae of Research Into Action, Inc. published a paper for ACEEE which focused in detail on the problems associated with the way current NTG estimates are calculated.  The paper is titled “Free-Ridership Measurement Is Out of Sync with Program Logic… or, We’ve got the Structure Built, but What’s Its Foundation”.  It reports on the analytical problems faced in obtaining an accurate measure of free ridership and states in part that: “In our view, current free-rider measurement thwarts a comprehensive approach to changing energy behaviors, as Friedmann (2007) argues, and will lead to the abandonment of energy efficiency programs too early.” (emphasis added).  It also states in the conclusion that: “…current program design occurs with a view to minimize a number – the estimated free ridership rate - that may be (and, in our view, is) an artifact of poor measurement and incomplete thinking about the underlying market and consumer behaviors.”

For these reasons, SDG&E and SoCalGas have advocated in the past and reiterates here that NTG should not be used for verification on an Ex-Post basis.  NTG values should be predetermined and agreed to before the beginning of the program cycle.  New NTG studies can be conducted, but the result should only be used moving forward, not looking back, and only used to change Ex-Ante assumptions.

Because of the problems with NTG estimates listed above, SDG&E and SCG recommend that the current NTG studies not be used in reducing savings estimates, but rather only be used for program planning for the next program cycle.  

D.
An Updated Draft Verification Report Should be Released for Comment Prior to Finalizing.  The Commission Should Then Formally Adopt the Report Through a Formal Proceeding.

Given the errors that the ED staff admitted to at the December 5th workshop and the disagreements with various adjustments made to the utilities’ reported savings, as well as the uncertainty associated with the future direction of the verification report (for instance will interactive affects be included or not?), SDG&E and SCG contend that at the minimum the utilities and other parties be able to review the corrections and any updates made to the DVR based on comments.  Without this critical second review it is feared that many significant errors will be left undetected and the final report will give a poor and inaccurate account of the true energy efficiency accomplishments that have taken place in California over the past 3 years.  
Furthermore, SDG&E submitted 2 detailed data requests to Energy Division and have still not received complete responses to the data requests.  SDG&E received only a partial response data request no. 2.  Energy Division has shown a willingness to work with SDG&E’s data requests but the timeline for commenting did not allow SDG&E to complete its review of the DVR.  
Finally, the Commission should allow for public vetting and a creation of a record to address the disagreements on the adjustments to program savings.  It is not reasonable to accept as final the “corrected” report when disagreements continue and the utilities or other interested parties are not afforded to opportunity to have an objective review process.  In addition, modeling simulations are as much art as it is science and can be subject to technical agreements with respect to modeling assumptions.  ED Staff’s comments of their belief that there selected choice adjustments are “conservative” compared to the original assumptions, many of which came from 2005 DEER, does not represent an objective update to reported savings.  
E.
Specific Technical Issues

(1)
DVR should be Based on SDG&E and SoCalGas 2006 Annual Report and Not EEGA for 2004-2005 Energy Efficiency Programs.

SDG&E and SoCalGas final core utility program 2004-2005 results are reported in their respective 2006 Annual Report.  EEGA contains only draft 2005 results and was never updated.  The final results are in the 2006 Annual Report.
(2)
T-8 Baseline Does Not Reflect Actual Customer Replacements.
As SDG&E and SoCalGas stated above, DEER was mechanically applied to SDG&E’s reported savings without actual verification of program records.  SDG&E conducted pre- and post-inspections that document the actual base case.  There are many instances where customers still have T12 F40 lamps and this was ignored in the update to use DEER.  These are real savings that the DVR ignores without any sound justification other than the blind application of DEER regardless of the program design.  This comment applies to SDG&E’s 3020 and 3012 commercial programs.
(3)
Update to Commercial Savings for Programs 3020 and 2013 Is Not Reasonable.

As SDG&E stated above, the blanket update to lighting savings without understanding the program design and documentation needs to be corrected.  Otherwise, there is no reasonable explanation for the program savings update when customer-specific data is collected.
(4)
Upstream Lighting Res/Com Split – Consistent Application of Updates for the Utilities.
At the informal, off-the-record workshop conducted by ED on the DVR on Friday December 5, 2008, the ED and its consulting staff when asked by the utilities representatives were unable to come up with any rationale as to why they adjusted SCE and PG&E’s residential and nonresidential split of the upstream lighting program’s savings and did not apply the same adjustment percentage to SDG&E.  SDG&E believes that the final split between residential and nonresidential for the upstream lighting should be applied consistently.  
(5)
SPC Realization Rate applied to Bid Program
SDG&E’s 2006 and 2007 Energy Savings Bids program (SDGE3020) has more rigorous measurement and verification requirements than the Statewide Standard Performance Contract program but the DVR applies the same NTG value and energy and peak demand realization rate.  SDG&E believes that NTG is not applicable because the program requires that all energy savings be verified using Ex-Post monitoring while the SPC program does not contain that requirement.  Additionally, none of the projects from the Energy Savings Bids program were included in the SPC program evaluation.  Given the above, SDG&E believes that the savings and NTG should be included in the final Verification Report as SDG&E provided in the E3 calculator.
(6)
Interactive Effects of Residential Lighting 
SDG&E and SoCalGas do not disagree with the theory of interactive effects, per se, in both nonresidential buildings and residential households.  SDG&E and SoCalGas however do not agree with the magnitude of the heating and cooling impact that the DEER Team estimates for CFLs in residential homes.  We believe that the values should be subject to more review by market participants such as energy efficiency service providers and by working groups of trade organizations such as the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE).  Our review of the ASHRAE standards are as follows: 

Using ASHRAE accepted standards for residential heat load calculations the following statements are made in the 2005 ASHRAE Fundamentals Handbook, Chapter 29 "Residential Cooling and Heating Load Calculations":

· Pg. 29.1 states "Internal heat gains, particularly those from occupants and lights, are small compared to commercial or industrial structures".
· Pg. 29.1 also states that the Calculation approach for residential facilities should use worst case assumptions, without consideration to internal heat gains, solar, or heat storage.  Quote: "With these simplifications, the heating problem is reduced to a basic UA∆T calculation", which translates to no negative gas impact for CFLs.
For a more detailed discussion of the SDG&E/SoCalGas opinion on CFL interactive effects see the attached paper entitled: “Interactive Effects of CFL Lighting in Residential Applications”.

Since the implications of the DEER Team’s savings values will most likely impact future program plans and California’s energy savings future, we encourage the Commission to fully review on the record and determine for itself the impact that estimates of interactive effects should have on programs available to customers and California’s energy savings potential.  Since interactive effects will be applied inconsistently between the program savings and the most recent potential study, as SDG&E and SoCalGas have repeatedly stated, we are concerned that meeting the Commission’s adopted savings goals will not be possible.

(6) Modeling Issues

While SDG&E/SCG appreciate the Energy Division’s attempt to explain the VRT modeling process, the model remains largely an unknown.  Given the nature of the models and how they were written it is impossible to verify or duplicate the results.  Without this type of verification results of the model should not be accepted
Attachments to SDG&E and SoCalGas’ Comments:

· Interactive Effects of CFL Lighting in Residential Applications.
· SDG&E Data Request 1: Draft 2006-2007 Energy Efficiency Verification Report
[image: image5.png]Southern
California
Gas Company®

SDGE m

6’ Sempra Energy’ utilities




Interactive Effects of CFL Lighting in Residential Applications

	Engineering Opinion
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	Customer Programs


Abstract:  The position has been taken that interactive effects of replacing incandescent lighting with CFL lighting in residential applications should be considered when determining the savings for lighting replacement.  It is the opinion of both The Gas Company and San Diego Gas and Electric that the interactive effects for residential lighting replacements are insignificant and should not be considered for either heating or cooling.  Further, the heating and cooling equipment control point (thermostat) does not have the sensitivity to respond to the difference in heat loss due to residential CFL replacements and will have no effect on the operation of the heating or cooling system.  

As a result, in residential applications only, no consideration should be given to interactive effects for CFL lighting, for either heating or cooling.  Commercial applications are excluded from this statement since lighting does have an impact in the commercial sector.

Background:  Electric savings for replacing incandescent lighting with CFLs produces an immediate reduction in electric load that is captured at the meter and must be considered when determining savings for CFLs.  This is the current basis for savings claims due to residential CFL installations.

Heat gain for CFL replacements is a combination of both radiant and convective heat.  The radiant heat is absorbed by the surroundings and released over time.  As a result, there is not a total immediate loss of heat due to residential lighting, rather, the heat is released over time.  The only heat loss that can be considered is the heat loss that takes place when the heating system is in operation.  All other heat released is dissipated and does not contribute to any increase in heating load.  

References:  Using ASHRAE accepted standards for residential heat load calculations the following statements are made in the 2005 ASHRAE Fundamentals Handbook, Chapter 29 "Residential Cooling and Heating Load Calculations":

· Pg. 29.1 states "Internal heat gains, particularly those from occupants and lights, are small compared to commercial or industrial structures".
· Pg. 29.1 also states that the Calculation approach for residential facilities should use worst case assumptions, without consideration to internal heat gains, solar, or heat storage.  Quote: "With these simplifications, the heating problem is reduced to a basic UA∆T calculation", which translates to no negative gas impact for CFLs.
It can be argued that these statements are made for purposes of sizing residential heating systems; however, the statement is clear that calculation of the residential heating load should not consider lighting, and therefore should not consider the interactive effects of CFL replacements.
Basis of Analysis:  The simplest way to demonstrate the minimal effects of lighting on the heating system is to use the ASHRAE CLTD methodology for determining heat gain due to lighting in commercial applications.  The CLTD methodology presents tables of heat gain over time, beginning with eight (8) hours of operation.  Savings claimed for CFL operation in residential applications is based on less than three (3) hours of operation daily.  The following graph shows the ASHRAE heat gain factors, as given, with an extrapolation to the three (3) hours used for residential savings:
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From the sum of the Heat Gain Factors (see table below), and noting that Heating System Operation is only 6 hours per day during the heating season, the result is that an average of 36.1 BTU/Hr of the heat is lost on a daily basis during the heating season.  All remaining heat loss is dissipated to the surroundings and not needed to be satisfied by the heating system.

The following applies relative to the savings claimed for residential CFL installations:

Savings Claimed:


30.56
kWh/Year

Daily Lighting Operation:

    3
Hrs/Day

Annual Lighting Operation:

1,095
Hrs/Year

Resulting Watt Reduction:

   28
Watts per CFL

The following also applies to the heating System:


Daily Heating System Operation

6
Hrs/Day


Heating Season



182.4
Days/Year (6 Months)

Based on the Extrapolated worst case Heat Gain Factors from the above graph, and using the 28 Watts saved, with a conversion of 3.413 BTU/W-h, the following table applies using the ASHRAE methods:
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1 0.05 1.3 4.3

2 0.58 16.2 55.2

3 0.62 17.3 59.1

4 0.64 17.9 61.0

5 0.21 5.9 20.0

6 0.18 5.0 17.1

Total Heat Lost per Day (BTU/Day) 216.7

Average Daily Heat Lost (BTU/Hr) 36.1



Results:  Any increase in gas heating load to residential CFL installations does not consider the fact that any particular customer may have electric heat or use a heat pump for heating.  Even so, the minimal heat loss of 36.1 BTU/Hr is far too insignificant and should not be considered as an interactive effect for either heating or cooling. 

The average person, at rest, emits a sensible heat gain of 245 BTU/Hr, per ASHRAE Fundamentals p. 30.4 (2005).  The heat lost for a CFL that must be made up is then equivalent to a person stepping outside for a period of 8 minutes at some point when the heating system is on.  It is not possible for the thermostat or the heating system to detect such a small amount of heat no longer in the space, and as a result, the interactive effect of heat loss should not be considered.

As ASHRAE notes, the heat gain to a residential space is vastly outweighed by the building construction, infiltration, and construction factors, reducing the calculation to a simple UA∆T computation.  Consideration to internal space gain, particularly lighting is not recommended to be used in the calculation.  This recommendation again results in the fact that interactive effects of residential CFL installations should not be considered.

At a heat loss of 36.1 BTU/Hr, using a single family heating system size of 100,000 BTU/Hr, the resultant heat loss represents only 0.0036% of the heating system capacity.  This minimal loss cannot be sensed by the thermostat and has no effect on the heating system operation, thus again providing a basis for not considering the interactive effects of residential CFL installations.

End of Opinion

· SDG&E Data Request 1: Draft 2006-2007 Energy Efficiency Verification Report
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· SDG&E Data Request 2 Regarding Draft 2006-2007 EE Verification Report
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Data Request 2 on Draft Energy Division 2006-2007 

Verification Report Issued on November 18, 2008


Residential CFL Questions:

Q1. Please provide a detailed explanation of how the energy savings were derived for residential lighting using the specific measure listed below: 

In SDG&E’s Upstream Lighting program verification in the file entitled “RRIM VRT_DB 2006-07 (v4_4) [CADMUS_SDGE3016_3].mdb “ the Verification Report for EDCaseID 17086 2 adjusts the 2005 DEER (RunId RRes00AVI23St ) value for 23 Watt >=1,600 Lumens from 59.19 kWh listed in the IOUE3ExanteGrUnitSavkWh variable to 45.98 kWh listed EDUpdateExanteGrUnitSavkWh variable.  


The detailed explanation should include the following:  1) the baseline incandescent bulb wattage and the source of the data; 2) the hours of operation and source of data; 3) any “in-service” rate and source of data; and 4) any other variables or factors used in the computation.  In addition please explain why how there can be such a large variance (59-46/59 = 22%) in the DEER 2005 Update to the DEER 2008 Update for the same measure.

Custom Measure Questions:


Energy Savings


Q2: In SDG&E’s quarterly reports for custom programs (Energy Savings Bids SDGE3010 and Standard Performance Contract Programs SDGE3025) the quantities were provided in kWh or Therms units and the savings per unit is 1.0.  In reviewing the data provided in the file entitled “SDGE3010_RRIM VRT_DB 2006-07 (v4_3) MajorCommercial_SDGE3010_WithOutInteractiveEffects.mdb” SDG&E is having difficulty replicating how the Verification Report converted the savings provided by SDG&E in the E3 calculators to the per measure savings that the Verification Report appears to be using for the SDG&E’s Energy Savings Bids Program (SDGE3010).  Please use the CO sensor system measure in EDCaseID M00156 as an example of a non-lighting measure and the 6 lamp T8 High output in EDCaseID M00146 as an example of a lighting measure.

Measure Cost


Q3: Please provide a detailed explanation of how the measure costs were converted in the Verification Report for the custom measures referenced in Q2. 
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December 3, 2008


R.06-04-010


SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY


Tim Drew


Energy Division 


California Public Utilities Commission 


505 Van Ness Avenue 


San Francisco, CA  94102 


Subject: 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company Data Request 2 Regarding Draft 2006-2007 Energy Efficiency Verification Report

Dear Mr. Drew: 

Attached please find San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E) Data Request 2 pertaining to the 2006-2007 draft verification report issued for comment.  Because comments are due on December 15, 2008, SDG&E is requesting a response to this data request by no later than December 9, 2008.  If a response is unable to be provided by the aforementioned response due date, SDG&E is requesting that Energy Division notify the utility by no later than December 5, 2008, and provide a date by which the information can be provided.   

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 


/Signed

Joy C. Yamagata


Regulatory Manager


Enclosure


cc:
Zenaida Tapawan Conway – Energy Division 



Steve Patrick - Sempra


Central Files


Joy C. Yamagata



Regulatory Manager



               San Diego Gas & Electric Company



jyamagata@semprautilities.com



(858) 654-1755
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