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Express Efficiency
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Energy Efficiency Grant Program (EEGP)
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Process Equipment Replacement (PER)
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Custom Process Improvement (CPI)
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Efficient Equipment Replacement (EER)
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Residential
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Third-Party Programs (3PP)
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Other (Please Describe)
SCG

Review the technical aspects presented by Synergy in the bid proposal for the “Commercial-Grade Clothes-Washer Replacement for Multifamily and Commercial-Coin-Operated Laundromat Customers” program.  At a minimum, evaluate the applicability of claims where the contractor indicates the use of DEER as the source for the given measure, and the completeness of the supporting workpapers when Engineering Studies are required.
Technical Review Scope of Work Description:

Review Comments:

	Ref.
	Comment
	Mitigating or Rectifying Action
	Review of Mitigating or Rectifying Action

	General

	1
	This is an update of the previous review iteration.
	None. For reference only.
	None.

	2
	In the previous iteration, Cal-Ucons (henceforth referred to as Bidder or bidder) was informed that the technical documentation was inadequate via telephone conferences, email, and in face-to-face meetings.  This generated a response where the bidder promised (during a meeting at the ERC on April 20, 2006) to follow up with the appropriate level of documentation.
	None. For reference only.
	None.

	
	
	
	

	NonDEER Measures

	
	Commercial-Grade Clothes Washer Replacement Measure

	3
	No workpaper is presented to express the Commercial-Grade Clothes Washer Replacement measure explicitly.
	Provide a workpaper that supports the claims set forth in this program for this measure.
	The workpaper provided was more a marketing and position paper then a technical document that convincingly leads the reader to the technical results presented.  Further work with the consultant could lead to a coordinated result, however in the name of time this review is being completed on the information contained within the presented workpaper.  As a result, the workpaper is not considered complete nor convincing enough to accept the values they presented.  See Comments below.

	4
	The E3 calculator supporting this program was reviewed and found that the IMC values are questionably low and coincidently match the rebate amount.  A thorough review was not performed of the E3 calculator, other errors may also exist.
	Review IMC

	The revised IMC went from $136 to $0.  They acknowledged the $136 was a typo.  They also provide an analysis summary on page 4 of their submitted workpaper (file named “SCG E-3 Calculator Summary and Workpapers  Commercial Laundry Program Apr 2006 update.doc”).  Unfortunately, their analysis is incorrect as per the CA Standard Practice Manual “ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF DEMAND-SIDE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS” which states on page 18 “The costs in this test are the program costs paid by the utility and the participants plus the increase in supply costs for the periods in which load is increased. Thus all equipment costs, installation, operation and maintenance, cost of removal (less salvage value), and administration costs, no matter who pays for them, are included in this test. Any tax credits are considered a reduction to costs in this test.”  They incorrectly deducted the dollar value of the following: the reduction in the customer’s energy utility bill; the rebate from the water utility; the reduction in the customer’s water utility bill.
The answer should be $450 for equipment + $10 for maintenance - $100 for Fed Tax Credit = $360.

IMC = $360

	4
	Equipment Useful Life in the E3 calculator needs workpaper support.
	Review EUL


	The revised EUL went from 15 to 10.  They did find a good reference [Product Life Institute Geneva Case Study by Walter R. Stahel (partial English translation –US EPA R&D Office1992)], but incorrectly applied the findings and included the higher end models without weighting the value to compensate for market penetration.  My estimates indicate a 7.8 year life.
EUL = 7.8 years

	4
	Energy Savings in the E3 calculator needs workpaper support.
	Review therm savings
	They did not address the kWh savings in the workpaper.  They did address the therms savings.  The E3 calculator was decreased from 134 to 90 (note SDGE had 22 originally).  However, the workpaper indicates about 79 therms/year savings.  I will use the 79 therms / year savings.
Energy Savings = 79 therms/yr


Review Approved By:
Eric Kirchhoff, PE
EE Supervisor, SCG
05/03/2006
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