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Abstract A new hybrid methodology is introduced in this paper for analysing the energy efficiency
indicators of thermal power plants. The multiple regression model and the generalised autoregres-
sive conditional heteroskedasticity (GARCH) model are composed in this model. There are five
indicators variables are employed. The examination results indicate that this new hybrid econo-
metric analysis can not only estimate the energy efficiency indicators without manual intervention,
but analyse the short-term volatility of variables. Moreover, the methodology can eliminate the

disturbance of residual superposition. Furthermore, the method can provide direct information

on the degree of volatility among determinants and energy efficiency indicators.

The accuracy of

hybrid methodology has been proved by the comparison results of vector auto-regression (VAR)

model.
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B% %% GARCH #% (Generalised AutoRegressive
Conditional Heteroskedasticity), & T —FrHr =l
A, DI TRTUELTEAN THREN
B TEZEEESBHN KB SRR
W, WX KB WEERHT 2R BENE
. R b, ASURIERE R B AL
i, NEEN TFEZEGAARAE LK, HBER
TEBEEFREE, | FEE, RREGHEKE, REH
FERBLBIACE 5 MR, Hd GARCH #AhIH &
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FHwb o [ S A RE SRR i BT B 5T 101,
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1.1 HKERR
1.1.1 FREER
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TiEIZN g 3h, H GARCH AP 8] 51 B 4 A
ZE AR RSN EERE, FHEERR
A 1E B PR A F5I 8%, A 3GRE ADF Rk,
I EEF SR TR, REAXHR () wRE
= (3).
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i=1

RH, Az, WEETTEHTHTE. p & o (S
WE. o BEEOT, cot AR, 6 A1 8 FR
BRARY. o AT RN P55,
1.1.2 LM A&

FER A7 5] R e 2 [E R #E4T Lagrange
Multiplier(LM) #EIA L. T4 308 TR
HORZN A GARCH(L,1) B8, AW RAKEHN
BN 1 R EEFFE ARCH W B3, LM BB
WA B R FIEBIR E R p MR ARSI
FHBEE. AAREFRE FT 1, REFHIH
—Fr A,

qu :’YO_*—’Ylm?Al ‘+‘+')’q$?_z+,u't (4)
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1.2 HEHE

AR AW I 2 d £ oT B IH R A M
GARCH AR ESHHSHEE. AR Irig
B BRI ST IR 5 IR T 4.
1.2.1 ZxE3E

g bl 2 e, AT AR RBBESEMITE

Yit = Bo + Biie + ws (5)

KA, g B 0 78 ¢ IR REBIREL. 20 AR
R E, B BB 5 MERER. 445)%: sCC
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R, B LB AR TI .
1.2.2 GARCH &%/

GARCH(1,1) BRI AR TR 1,
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B FASGERT 5 MERAER G kB 4R
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K, Myc, BARRBEEFKE, Moc: RamK BN
#&, Mrps,: BARBBR.,

1.3 VAR ##)

RHBIE LRSS HARM T E R, #—K
FT VAR #AFITHXT. VAR BIRIZET AR
R —FhE i, ¥E N FEAE AT D)
Mep g ) T AT RRITHEE RN
TEVEFYERE. VAR HAEIW AWM TR,

F(YEEI) =F1.”L’i’t+F2xi_t + -t & (12)
VY = Fo_lé't (13)

Hefr, I'(Yerr) 2 HEERIEEL (EED) B9 IEIEERAM
BHEREZTA, n BREHEENL, o AR
%. v & VAR BEITHE R, BIHEREEN
1, x5 REARSCGERE 5 T8,

2 BMAEIHER

2.1 HIBHEFOLIE

AXFRANETEREFEENCLKERE
FH R LA €2010-2012 4E Bk H 500~1000
MW HLAZRBSETFEY D], MBRTHP 54
600 MW k f1 & BHLA R AT I8 R EIBIE NSRS
BERIRN AT XS &, BERIFERE Y 2010 4E 1 AR
2012 4E 12 A. EUTHEAEGRIBY, R
BRI RIS KA T RN R0 R
LbEE,

2.2 FRERE
2.2.1 BARIEIRER

ma% 1 AN, FFETE 1 BraMXe ADF
BB /N T 5%H BE KT, K TIEBEERME
¥k, KA Phillips Perrson(PP) MRy 45 RE473f
e M, 48R B8 PP RBRER /DT 5% BFXK
. HEEZRAFERMR, BIATRFS, 828
BEEEI ISR TH TR EITH.

=1 BURERER
Table 1 Calculation results of unit root test

T B ADFRK PP RE SHBEKYT 4

Ing (SCC) 1 —47.203** —72.138*%* 3404 F&&
Ing (EC) 1 —41.324%* —35.355%* 3420 &
Ing (WC) 1 —34.725%* _37.992**  _3.417 Y&
Ing (OC) 1 —30.751%* —36.152** —-3.422 FE
Ing (RDS) 1 —26.617%% —29.266**  —3.330 &

HE: ** RRERERKT 5% LBF.

2.2.2 LM SRER

Lagrange Multiplier(LM) BiEIf 5, ZBAIE
REGEBEE MY, AR EFNEIEES p
Wi E A AFEERFIMEBRIE. EAREFRE p
FT 1, RRFIIM—MHEX, SRME 2 PR,
B3R 2 AR, FATHEEDMTRIEDSE, B
WA FERE, &EinARe et RFSEFEM
RAE,

x2 LM ERER
Table 2 Examination results of LM test

Br &k FHIHHE WE S
1 0.0003 127.461

2.3 ZxEFER

£ 3 BART FEREAR R IR BERFE S,
AUERHFE R 15 SPAMRE—48 11
SHHMBERIE B RIS, HbE#—H KA
GARCH #ALT 5 ALt — 2B 89434,
2.4 GARCH ##Ef0 VAR #EEILE 347 & F5 45

FEXMRERIE MR R

AL 15 SHLEM 11 SHLEAF, B
HEEMBEBH 5 M ERZEMHEI%XE. GARCH
BRI PR SR NER 4 Bk, X RS 3UY
MR KM R BERERMN HEER, XRAK
R BEREREI FREM M KA BEMIEN
. HIEFRMAWSE MSB T ARENKIEN
B RBUSEEN TR E _EENEWE
B, TURABHTHREZEHREHNREBE, HE
FEAMBEIVER, BB BRAEA TTRAN
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MM BETER. KRG FEKEMN A BIME SR
W sh B — S RE R, THRERN 0.205, X
M RFH R BEEAFKER R Il B R
HISEMREL /.

BT GARCH BRIP4, RAE S JURE
T8 B3 AL BB A B8 — 25 7 R Xt S M RE JRFE B +E
FRESAIHT, T ELAEAS 3 B P RE A B I B .

At — R VAR SRS 15 SAHL4M 11
SHHM SR, HAHEREHETRE. VAR
R RNE 5 . WHE 4, VAR #AIHH
BEACHE BT BRI, 15 SHLAM 11 SHdH, &
AR R A AR WA BEWHL R, FfER
BT T P R R HE ARG A RE PR B A A BN
BEFW. B, BRTHTRRRALHKRBA,
£S5 HEERMNKE L.

B 1 R/RT VAR AL RBEE. Fx
VAR BEIHHHEE R ERENERE, VAR #HEJ7
FERYSFIEAR A XHE/NT 1, BUEr B 50 s e 42

N 1IWEA. fE 1R, ACEEHREERFS
EREOR, WH Bk AR M R E .

R, WIRT R R R AT LIERT, B
HIRE B LR RE S BN HE R PRAG B [ M A AR A
HEERS ARSI SE Mt Bl EWE
ETHH R KRBT R, TR K, TR
FHEBEWIEN, THEERNETKT, X
R R B AR AT AR A B

3 R

MWt BAERDTSTE, 15 SHL4, HAES
BRI BT E A FIRFE AT, B —EEEs
Bt AL BB RE A LB T R TR R 4K
Xt 11 SHLAERE R TFAT R, 11 SHLAMLEE
FERERR R, EZBK T RBRERG W, H
BEALHE Bt TR AIK.

BT R, fZICETEA GARCH BAHE
B S AR, AUATSE BN K ML B 5 RE A dE

® 3 2010 F£F 2012 FXEHHERBELRITHER

Table 3 Energy efficiency indicators of thermal power plants from 2010 to 2012

HLA %S HFER 2010 2011 2012 FEIE
15 8 1.241 0.883 0.825 0.983
25 7 0.972 0.934 1.116 1.007
35 13 1.261 0.783 0.722 0.922
415 5 0.983 1.110 1.067 1.053
55 12 0.987 0.766 1.052 0.935
6 5 3 1.192 1.023 1.418 1.211
75 4 1.119 1.683 0.763 1.188
85 10 1.004 0.978 0.887 0.956
95 14 0.997 0.879 0.736 0.871
10 & 9 0.750 1.052 1.113 0.972
11 5 15 0.620 1.031 0.870 0.840
12 5 2 1.901 0.872 1.342 1.372
13 & 11 1.223 0.712 0.873 0.936
14 5 6 0.679 1.173 1.199 1.017
15 &5 1 1.314 1.229 2.035 1.526

& 4 T GARCH #HENX 15 SHAR 11 SHARIBIRZUTE MM
Table 4 Estimation volatility result of No.15 unit and result of No.11 unit

i RS RHERE Z {8
a 0.031 0.011 2.843

SCC 0.698 ** 0.002 0.827

EC 0.515 ** 0.044 —1.755

15 SHl4 WC 0.201%* 0.008 —1.405
oC 0.209%* 0.001 0.382

RDS 0.451 ** 0.006 0.255

a 0.076 0.514 2.322

SCC 0.735%* 0.032 0.879

EC 0.408 ** 0.003 1.468

11 544 WC 0.101%* 0.013 ~1.200
oC 0.292** 0.009 0.002

RDS 0.250 ** 0.016 0.105

B RREBEFWAKF 5% L BE.
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Table 5 Estimation result of VAR model for No.15 unit and No.11 unit
wH EEI InSCC InEC InWC InOC InRDS
c 3.407 —3.244 2.251 —-0.724 —0.647 10.054
EEI (—1) 5.588%* —0.841%* —1.250%* 0.324** 2.425** 1.693**
InSCC (-1) 0.606** 1.598** 1.455%* 0.309** 0.847** 0.562**
15 E-4l4 InEC(—1) 1.262** 1.815%* —1.695** -0.109** 0.514** 1.366**
InWC(-1) —0.605** 0.208** 0.198** —0.306** 0.301** 0.842%*
InOC(—1) —0.332%* 0.399** 0.145** —0.588%* —1.166** 0.190**
InRDS(~1) 0.642%* —1.417** 1.363** —0.356** —0.224** 2.146%*
FEH 0.724 0.641 0.361 0.378 0.556 0.449
c 3.402 3.076 3.102 2.211 2.001 9.821
EEI(-1) 3.281%* 0.735** 1.320** 0.341%* 1.324** 1.553**
InSCC(—1) —0.702%* 0.408 ** 1.521%* 0.428** 0.764** 0.704**
16 E-HLA InEC(-1) —1.201%* 0.101** 1.012** 0.442** 0.348** 1.226%*
InWC(-1) —0.523** 0.202** 0.091%* 0.650** 0.290** 0.492%*
InOC(—-1) —0.214** 0.250 ** 0.108** 0.571** 0.315** 2.008**
InRDS(-1) 0.762** —0.516** 1.137*%* —0.406** —0.319** 1.902**
HEHE 0.821 0.766 0.713 0.421 0.460 0.391
H: ¥ RREREEKT 5% L83,
1.5 WHAE WS, MYLABERTTREREITE R
TR T K.
i 2) e T HBEMER, | ARERERRLK,
= BEBCHE BRI,
B O0SE 3) BB TN EARG BRI T SHLALH
& HHXRR, MM ASBRARNESEBREERE
B 00F &, {EEN) A e A
1) BRSNS R VAR BUBLEFN
2 05f t, RV TR SR S ERE. B4, &
% XA RAG U TR AR a) XM aEa5 108
% sl SN LT BRER T EETER )RS 8EEL b)
ROTIR R RIS A B R R B R
15 I l XL I L T, EERI RSB EE,
-1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5

JZ BEVARBLR 7 AR R IEAR A 1
B 1 VAR #7248 4G 56 5]

Fig. 1 Comparison test of VAR model
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BRI S B ST M BIE SRR A T,
MTIXE A B HATRLAS, BRI HAFTE TR,
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