
















































































































































































































































































































In 1984, the Council's Options Steering Com­
mittee and several of its task forces sug­
gested it was important for the Council to 
develop an overall approach for the purchase 
of options on and the eventual construction of 
resources. In response, the Council devel­
oped this model process for acquiring 
resources. Although the language is specific 
to the Bonneville Power Administration, the 
process can accommodate resource acquisi­
tion by other regional utilities or private devel­
opers. Options on resources would provide 
insurance against failure to meet regional 
load growth. If these resources are consis­
tent with the plan, the Council believes they 
should receive favorable regulatory treat­
ment. 

The model process requires a number of 
actions by several different entities as illus­
trated by Figure I-A-1. The most important 
actions are described in the discussion that 
follows. The development of a specific 
resource may require deviations from the 
model process presented here. 

This process begins with the Council's plan­
ning for options and continues through Bon­
neville's selection of options, the state and 
federal siting and licensing decisions, and 
finally to the construction of the resource. 
Opportunities for significant public involve­
ment have been included throughout this 
model process. The various entities involved 
in the development of options and resources 
and their respective activities are discussed 
below. 

I. Develop Option 
Evaluation Procedure 
Prior to acquiring an option on a resource, 
Bonneville needs to develop procedures for 
evaluating and selecting among candidate 
options. A procedure is required to assess 
competing alternatives at various stages of 
the option process and to identify those alter­
natives that are in the best interest of the 
states and the region in meeting the region's 
future power needs. 

Appendix I-A 
Model Process for Acquiring Resources 

A. Develop Procedure for Council 
Review and for Addressing 
Environmental Consideration 

Bonneville, in consultation with the Council 
and others, needs to develop a procedure for 
complying with 1) the requirements of section 
6(c) of the Northwest Power Act, which 
requires the Council to review all Bonneville 
resource acquisitions greater than 50 aver­
age megawatts, and 2) the National Environ­
mental Policy Act (NEPA). These procedures 
should identify when major Bonneville deci­
sions will be made and allow for appropriate 
input from all interested regional parties. The 
procedure for Council review will consider 
whether the option is one of a group of 
options identified in the Council's plan. The 
outcome of the review would be a decision on 
need for the option and on whether the pro­
ject is expected to be environmentally 
acceptable and cost effective. 

B. Develop Options Evaluation 
Procedure 

An effective options evaluation procedure 
should contain an agreement among Bon­
neville, the Council, the host state and appro­
priate local governments to implement a joint 
hearings process to complete all NEPA and 
Northwest Power Act reviews and to secure 
all state and local licenses for proposed 
options. A decision to construct the resource 
would not be made at this time, and further 
environmental review might be necessary 
when that decision is made. The procedures 
for evaluating and selecting projects should 
appear in the requests for qualifications and 
requests for proposals. 

II. Option Selection 
The Council envisions that the selection pro­
cess will occur within a 'window of oppor­
tunity' over which time prospective resource 
developers will respond to a Bonneville 
request for qualifications and subsequently a 
request for resources. When options have 
been secured on a sufficient number of 
resources, then the window would close, to 
open again when the options inventory has 
fallen below an established threshold level. 

The Council believes the concept of a win­
dow of opportunity is an important part of the 
selection process, one that will assist in iden­
tifying all cost-effective resources. 

The goal of a procedure to select options 
should be to minimize overall costs to the 
region's electrical system and to avoid bur­
dening resource developers unnecessarily in 
the process. For certain resource types, such 
as cogeneration and hydropower, there are a 
large number of potentially acceptable pro­
jects within the region. For these resources, it 
may be desirable to use a preliminary 
screening process prior to issuing a formal 
Request for Proposals (RFP) for candidate 
options. 

A preliminary screening may have several 
benefits. Some projects may be obviously 
unsuitable for development for technical, 
economical or environmental reasons. They 
can be eliminated at this stage, reducing the 
time and effort required on the part of the 
sponsor for proposal preparation and on the 
part of Bonneville for proposal review. Fur­
thermore, projects passing the initial screen­
ing are likely to be viewed by their sponsor as 
having more potential. As a result, qualifying 
sponsors are likely to put greater effort into 
development of their proposals, providing 
better evidence for the selection of prospec­
tive options. For larger resources with only a 
few candidates, preliminary screening may 
not be feasible or desirable, and a pre­
bidders' conference could suffice as an 
alternative. 

A. Identify Candidate Resources 

In the 1986 plan, the Council has identified 
categories of conservation and generation 
resources and the order in which they should 
be acquired to meet the forecast range of 
future load uncertainty. These resources pro­
vide the basis for the selection of options that 
would be consistent with the Council's plan. It 
is expected that future revisions to the plan 
will continue to identify the amounts and cat­
egories and schedules of conservation and 
generation resources required to meet future 
loads. 
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on the project. This contract will identify the 
legal rights of Bonneville and the developer. 
These rights will include, at a minimum, Bon­
neville's ability to direct the construction start 
date and the pace of development. 

The Council recognizes that the specific 
terms and conditions of option contracts will 
govern both the cost and viability of the 
options concept. For this reason, the Council 
and Bonneville should work with resource 
developers and utilities to develop sample 
option contracts. 

Sales options are also envisioned in the plan. 
At this point, Bonneville could reach an 
agreement that includes sale of a resource 
out of region, with callback provisions. Such 
an agreement might even involve early con­
struction of a resource. 

B. Bonneville Direction of 
Resource Development 

Bonneville will direct the start and pace of 
project development. This will allow Bon­
neville to match the timing and expenditures 
for securing and exercising the option to the 
evolving need for resources in the region. 

C. Develop Options at the 
Direction of Bonneville 

=iesource developers will secure an option 
or Bonneville and the region as directed by 
3onneville in the option contract and pur­
,uant to state, federal and local licenses and 
:>ermits. At this point, developers will com­
)lete the key steps of siting, licensing and 
iesigning the project. The region could then 
iecide to complete construction or to hold 
he option until regional needs dictate its 
xinstruction. 

~ot all projects will be optioned successfully. 
1he economic attractiveness of some pro­
ects may wane as engineering design 
tdvances. Other projects may fail to qualify 
::ir necessary permits and licenses. Nor is it 
ixpected that all projects for which permits 
tnd licenses are obtained will necessarily be 
:onstructed. For example, following the 
levelopment of the option, Bonneville may 
lish to relinquish projects which subsequent 
1nalysis indicates are not reliable, less cost 
,ffective than other potential options or 

environmentally unacceptable. Of course, if 
the procedures to select options are effective, 
the failure rate of options would be low, but it 
is important to recognize that not all options 
will ultimately be built. 

D. State Review of Projects and 
Issuance of Necessary Licenses 
and Permits 

In response to material submitted by Bon­
neville and the developer, each state should 
review the project and decide whether to 
issue the licenses and permits necessary to 
complete the project when it is needed. This 
review will encompass all siting and licensing 
issues with the exception of the critical deter­
mination of the need for power. Final need will 
be established as part of the 'decision to 
construct' process. 

A joint hearings process could be designed, 
preferably taking the form of a generic Mem­
orandum of Agreement (MOA) between each 
state, Bonneville and the Council. Sub­
agreements for each proposed option could 
reflect any unique considerations and incor­
porate participation of the appropriate local 
governments and federal agencies. The 
MOA could have the following features: 

a. All federal, state and local decision makers 
should be explicitly recognized as inde­
pendent bodies whose authorities will not 
be abridged but who have agreed to con­
duct a single administrative proceeding. In 
the proceedings each decision maker can 
choose the level of its participation so long 
as decisions are made promptly. 

b. A single administrative process could be 
established to meet the needs of all deci­
sion makers. A single Notice of Hearings 
could be used by all decision makers that 
explains to the public how the process will 
work. Opportunities for legislative and 
contested case formats could be included 
to meet all administrative requirements. 
The scope of issues would be identified by 
the decision makers at the outset. The 
information and evidence requirements of 
each decision maker could be identified at 
the outset so that the applicant may mini­
mize duplicative studies and reports. The 
process should have a definite schedule. 
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A single hearings examiner, possibly from 
the state, would administer the hearings. 
Each decision maker would be free to 
ask questions or to request additional 
information. 

c. There should be a process for reopening 
hearings on specific issues at the deci­
sion-to-construct stage. These issues 
should primarily concern questions of 
need for power and any new significant 
information. 

It is expected that Bonneville will consult with 
the states and the Council in the process of 
developing these review procedures. It is 
also expected that the states and the Council 
will have a significant role in the application of 
the evaluation procedures. 

IV. Decisions to 
Construct Resource 
The purpose of this step is to decide to 
acquire and construct resources to meet 
regional load. The decision to enter construc­
tion is a separate decision from the decision 
to begin siting and licensing. By making a 
second decision to enter construction based 
on current loads and resources, the proba­
bility and cost of overbuilding resources will 
be reduced. At this stage, prior to commenc­
ing construction, Bonneville, in consultation 
with the Council, would again examine the 
inventory of options to see that no lower cost 
resources were being delayed while con­
struction was proceeding on a higher cost 
resource. It would also be prudent, before 
construction begins, to assess whether other 
lower cost resources exist outside of the 
inventory of options. 

A. Monitor Viability of Secured 
Options 

As previously stated, it is possible that some 
options will never be constructed. This may 
result from technical or economic problems 
or regulatory obsolescence that could occur 
as a result of holding options beyond a rea­
sonable lifetime. Bonneville and the Council 
could extend options that are about to expire 
legally or technologically by repeating pre­
vious steps to decide if the project remains 
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an attractive resource. In certain cases it may 
be desirable to update the design of the 
resource to be consistent with current reg­
ulatory and environmental standards. In any 
event, both the Council and Bonneville must 
determine which options remain viable and 
reliable for regional planning. 

B. Identify Need for Resources 

During the normal planning cycle, the Coun­
cil will periodically revise the plan to update 
both the options inventory and to recom­
mend that construction begin on optioned 
projects. The normal Council process of pub­
lic review and comment, including hearings 
throughout the region, will provide the basis 
for a regional consensus both on the viability 
of options that have been previously acquired 
and on the prudence of beginning construc­
tion on cost-effective and environmentally 
sound projects required to serve regional 
loads. 

C. Complete Northwest Power 
Act Requirements 

Section 6(c) of the Northwest Power Act 
requires Bonneville to perform a review pro­
cess prior to acquiring any resource larger 
than 50 average megawatts. This review pro­
cess should be expedited since much of the 
review will already have been completed in 
previous steps of this optioning process. 
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It is the Council's expectation that its strategy 
of purchasing options will minimize the prob­
ability of loads and resources being out of 
balance, by reducing the time between the 
decision to construct a resource and the 
need for the resource. However, additional 
state review of the resource acquisition, par­
ticularly in the determination of need for 
power, may be necessary as a part of the 6( c) 
review process. Significant uncertainties 
remaining at this step with respect to state 
and federal regulatory requirements, lessen 
the value of the resource as an option. 

D. Council Finding of 
Consistency with Plan 

The Act provides that 'the Council may deter­
mine by majority vote of all members of the 
Council, and notify the Administrator that the 
proposal is either consistent or inconsistent 
with the Plan.' (section 6(c)(2)) Because an 
optioned resource will have gone through an 
extensive public review process involving 
local and state governments, the Council and 
Bonneville, it is expected that, unless the 
Council review process uncovers new infor­
mation, the resource will be found consistent 
with the plan. 

Following a finding of consistency by the 
Council, Bonneville will direct the developer 
of the resource to commence construction. 

V. Construct Resource 
At this step in the process, the resource 
developer, with Bonneville financial backing, 
will construct the resource. During the con­
struction phase, Bonneville, the Council and 
the other entities in the region will closely 
monitor the progress of construction. Rapid 
cost escalations and/or major design prob­
lems could cause a reevaluation of resources 
on which construction has begun. Even 
though uncertainty can be reduced through 
successful implementation of the options 
concept, some uncertainty remains that pro­
jects may not be completed as planned. The 
Council factors into its planning the proba­
bilities that resources could be lost during the 
process of optioning and constructing and 
other replacement resources may be 
needed. 

Conclusion 
The wide variety of possible alternative 
options processes and interactions among 
the many agencies and individuals involved 
in the development of a resource makes it 
difficult to formulate a firm process. For this 
reason, the Council views the activities 
described above as a starting point in the 
establishment of a process to acquire options 
and resources. The Action Plan calls on Bon­
neville to develop the process so it can be 
implemented when needed. 
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Model Conservation Standards for New Residential Buildings, New 

Commercial Buildings, Conversions, and Utility Residential and 
Commercial Conservation Programs; and Surcharge Methodology 

The Model 
Conservation 
Standards 
The Council has adopted five model conser­
vation standards (MCS). The MCS include 
the MCS for new electrically heated residen­
tial buildings, the MCS for utility residential 
conservation programs, the MCS for new 
commercial buildings, the MCS for utility 
commercial conservation programs, and the 
MCS for conversions. 

The MCS for New 
Residential Buildings 
The Council's model conservation standard 
for new single and multifamily electrically 
heated residential buildings 1 is as follows: 
new buildings are to be built to energy effi­
ciency levels equal to those which would be 
achieved by using the illustrative component 
performance paths displayed in Table 1-8-1 
for each of the Northwest climate zones.2 

The electric power savings represented by 
the measures in Table 1-8-1 are estimated to 
result in savings equivalent to those which 
would be produced by the performance stan­
dards as set forth and as amended in the 
Council's 1983 Power Plan. Trade-offs 
among components may be made so long as 
the overall efficiency and indoor air quality of 
the building are at least equivalent to a build­
ing containing the measures listed in Table 1-
8-1. Other illustrative approaches to building 
to this standard are described in those por­
tions of the Council's Model Conservation 
Standards Equivalent Code, dated February 
1985, as it will be conformed to this rule and 
as it may be amended from time to time, 
which apply to low-rise residential buildings. 

The MCS for Utility Residential 
Conservation Programs 

The MCS for utility residential conservation 
programs is that utilities must implement, in 
accordance with the requirements detailed 
below, the Bonneville/utility residential MCS 
program, an equivalent alternative program, 
Pr rely on improved building codes to the 
MCS level. The BPNutility residential MCS 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

Tablel-8-1 
Illustrative Paths for Residences Built to the MCS Level 

COMPONENT 

Ceilings 
-Attic 

-Vaults 

Walls 
- Above grade 

- Below grade 

Floors 
- Crawlspaces & 

Unheated Basements 

- Slab-on-grade 
Perimeters 

Glazingct 

Maximum Glazed Area 
(% floor area) 

Exterior Doors 

Infiltration Control 

Mechanical Ventilation w/ 
Heat Recovery 

Zone 1 

R-38(U-0.032)a 

R-38(U-0.028) 

R-19(U-0.057) 

R-19C 

R-19(U-0.040) 

R-10 

R-2.5 (U-0.40) 

15 

R-?(U-0.16) 

0.1 ache 

0.5 ach 

CLIMATE ZONE 
Zone 2 

R-38(U-0.032) 

R-38(U-0.028) 

R-25(U-0.045) 

R-19 

R-30(U-0.030) 

R-12 

R-2.5 (U-0.40) 

15 

R-?(U-0.16) 

0.1 ach 

0.5 ach 

Zone 3 

R-38(U-0.032) 

R-38(U-0.028) 

R-31 (U-0.035)b 

R-25 

R-30(U-0.030) 

R-15 

R-2.5 (U-0.40) 

15 

R-?(U-0.16) 

0.1 ach 

0.5 ach 

a A-values listed in this table are for the insulation only. U-values listed in this table are for the full 
assembly of the respective component. 

b Multifamily exterior walls above grade in Zone 3 should be insulated to a nominal R-25 (U-0.045). 

c Only the A-value is listed for below grade insulation. The corresponding U-value is not known with 
precision. 

ct U-values for glazing shall be the tested values for thermal transmittance due to conduction 
resulting from either the American Architectural Manufacturers Association (AAMA) 1503.1-1980 
test procedure or the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) C236 or C976 test 
procedures. Testing shall be conducted under established winter horizontal heat flow test condi­
tions using a 15 mph wind speed and product sample sizes specified under AAMA 1503.1-1980. 
Testing shall be conducted by a certified testing laboratory. EXCEPTION: Site-built fixed glazing 
shall be exempt from the thermal testing requirements; provided the insulating glass is tested and 
certified under a Society of Insulated Glass Manufacturers of America (SIGMA) approved certifica­
tion program as class "A" in accordance with ASTM E-744-81; and this insulating glass is installed 
either in an aluminum frame having a minimum 0.25 inch low conductance thermal break or in 
wood framing in accordance with SIGMA glazing specifications; and provided further, that site-built 
double glazed units with fixed panes shall have a dead air space between panes of not less than½ 
inch and site-built triple glazed units with fixed panes shall have a dead air space between panes of 
not less than ¼ inch. 

e Air changes per hour. 
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program consists of an aggressive market­
ing3 and financial assistance program made 
available by Bonneville and the local utility to 
homebuilders during 1987 and 1988, and 
thereafter as set forth below. 

Financial Assistance in 1987 and 
1988 

The amount of financial assistance for the 
Bonneville/utility residential MCS program 
during the 1987 and 1988 calendar years 
should be as stated in Table I-B-2. The local 
share of financial assistance shown in Table 
I-B-2 is the minimum required of a utility in 
order for it to receive the Bonneville share. 
Utilities may elect to offer more if needed to 
achieve compliance with the minimum per­
formance or equivalence standard. 

Financial Assistance in 1989 and 
Thereafter 

Beginning on January 1, 1989, the level of 
total financial assistance for the Bonneville/ 
utility residential MCS program should be 
established by Bonneville within the range of 
values calculated by the Council. The mini­
mum value for the range will be the difference 
in net present value of life cycle cost to the 
consumer between a house built to the mini­
mum life cycle cost level and a house built to 
the full residential MCS level. The maximum 
value for the range will be the median 
builders' costs in the previous year or years 
for conservation measures more efficient 
than the level of the 1983 building practice. 
The Council's current calculation of the mini­
mum and maximum values is shown in Table 
I-B-3. The financial assistance beyond Janu­
ary 1, 1989, should be provided by Bonneville 
and local utilities4 based on shares estab­
lished in Table I-B-4. The Council may, from 
time to time, revise these tables based on 
new information, including, but not limited to, 
that made available by early adopter jurisdic­
tions and by utilities participating in the Bon­
neville/utility residential MCS program. 

The Minimum Performance 
Standard for Residential 
Programs 

All utilities must meet the annual minimum 
performance standard for each performance 
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STATE 

Washington 

Oregon 

Idaho 

Montana 

Table I-B-2 
Financial Assistance for an Average 

Single Family House (approx. 1,850 sq ft) 
for Full Requirements Customers* of Bonneville 

(Calendar Years 1987 and 1988) 

CLIMATE ZONE 1 
Local Bonneville 

$130 

$440 

$1,070 

NIA 

$2,500 

$2,500 

$2,500 

NIA 

CLIMATE ZONE 2 
Local Bonneville 

$280 

$830 

$1,070 

NIA 

$2,500 

$2,500 

$2,500 

NIA 

CLIMATE ZONE 3 
Local Bonneville 

NIA 

NIA 

$440 

$440 

NIA 

NIA 

$2,500 

$2,500 

*Financial assistance to generating public utilities, investor-owned utilities not currently placing a 
load on Bonneville, and other utilities in the region should be set as provided in the Action Plan, 
Chapter 9. 

Table I-B-3 
Minimum and Maximum Financial Assistance Levels 

CLIMATE ZONE MINIMUM 

2 

3 

$1,400 

$1,300 

$1,000 

Table I-B-4 
Percentage of Financial Assistance to be Made by Local Utilities 

(for Full Requirements Customers* of Bonneville) 

MAXIMUM 

$5,000 

$6,000 

$5,100 

STATE CLIMATE ZONE 1 CLIMATE ZONE 2 CLIMATE ZONE 3 

Idaho 

Montana 

Oregon 

Washington 

30 

NIA 

15 

5 

30 

NIA 

25 

10 

15 

15 

NIA 

NIA 

*Financial assistance to generating public utilities, investor-owned utilities not currently placing a 
load on Bonneville, and other utilities in the region should be set as provided in the Action Plan, 
Chapter 9. 



year or be subject to a surcharge, except, in 
the limited circumstances described below, 
utilities whose total load is less than 25 aver­
age annual megawatts. 

The Council has set the annual minimum 
performance standard for residential pro­
grams for calendar year 1987 (the first per­
formance year) to equal 30 percent of the 
electricity that could be saved if all new elec­
trically heated residential buildings in a utility 
service territory were built to the residential 
MCS levels. The Council will set the mini­
mum performance standard for calendar 
year 1988 (the second performance year) by 
January 1, 1987. 

By July 1988, Bonneville should establish the 
minimum performance standard for 1989 
(the third performance year). By each July 
thereafter, Bonneville should set the mini­
mum performance standard for the following 
performance year based on the relative per­
formance of utilities during the past perform­
ance year. The minimum performance stan­
dard should be set by Bonneville in the 
following way: 

• All utilities, including those participating in 
the Bonneville/utility residential MCS pro­
gram, those which have had codes 
adopted in their service territory, and those 
which have adopted other alternatives 
(where reliable data is available) will be 
ranked each year based on their perform­
ance in achieving in the previous perform­
ance year the electricity savings potential 
of the MCS. Savings should be measured 
from existing practice in 1983.5 Perform­
ance will be measured by the percentage 
of electricity savings achieved out of all the 
electricity that could have been saved if all 
new electrically heated residential build­
ings in a utility service territory had been 
built to the residential MCS level. Thus, for 
example, if ten identical single family 
residences were built in a utility service 
territory, five of which were built to the resi­
dential MCS level and five to 1983 practice, 
that utility's performance level would be 50 
percent. If five were built to the residential 
MCS level and the remaining five were built 
to a revised code or building practice that 
achieved 50 percent of the MCS savings, 
the utility's performance would be 75 
percent. 

• Utilities with the highest performance and 
that represent 80 percent of the new elec­
trically heated residences will be grouped. 
The performance level of the poorest per­
forming utility in that group is the minimum 
performance standard for the next per­
formance year. If there is little difference in 
performance among utilities, the Council 
may reconsider this minimum perform­
ance standard. The Administrator should 
use caution when evaluating utilities with 
very few new electrically heated dwellings 
in their service area and should consider 
evaluating these utilities over more than 
one calendar year. 

The Equivalence Standard for 
Residential Programs 

The equivalence standard applies only to util­
ities selecting an alternative program to the 
Bonneville/utility residential MCS program. 
The equivalence standard is the average 
savings achieved by any means by utilities 
participating in the Bonneville/utility residen­
tial MCS program during the previous per­
formance year. Savings are measured as a 
percentage of all the electricity savings 
achieved out of all the electricity that could 
have been saved if all new electrically heated 
residences were built to MCS levels. Begin­
ning in 1988, Bonneville should announce 
the equivalence standard for the next per­
formance year by July 1 of each year. Utilities 
with alternative programs not performing at 
the level of the equivalence standard when it 
is announced must, by January 1 of the next 
performance year: 1) secure Bonneville's 
approval of another alternative plan for meet­
ing the equivalence standard; or 2) adopt the 
Bonneville/utility residential MCS program. If 
a utility fails to take one of these two correc­
tive actions, and fails to meet the equivalence 
standard during that next performance year, 
the utility will be subject to a surcharge. 

Submission of Utility Plans for 
Compliance with the MCS for 
Residential Programs 

Utilities must, by September 1, 1986, submit 
to Bonneville an initial plan declaring how 
they intend to meet the MCS for utility resi­
dential conservation programs. The ultimate 
goal for such programs is to obtain, as soon 
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as possible, at least 85 percent of the savings 
which would have been obtained if all elec­
trically heated residential buildings had been 
constructed to the residential MCS level. 6 In 
subsequent years, a utility may change its 
declaration, subject to the same Bonneville 
approvals required for the 1986 initial plan 
submissions. 

There are several ways utilities can comply 
with the MCS for utility residential conserva­
tion programs. These are: 

1 . Submit by September 1 of any year begin­
ning in 1986, and have approved by Bon­
neville prior to January 1 of the next year, a 
declaration that the MCS for residential 
buildings have been or will be met no later 
than January 1 of that next year, and for 
each subsequent year, through codes at 
MCS levels adopted and enforced by a 
state and/or local government, and there­
after in each performance year, achieve 
and maintain the level of savings required 
by the annual minimum performance 
standard; 

2. Agree by September 1 of any year begin­
ning in 1986, to adopt and implement the 
Bonneville/utility residential MCS program 
by January 1 of the next year, and there­
after in each performance year achieve 
and maintain the level of savings required 
by the annual minimum performance 
standard; 

3. For utilities with less than 25 average 
annual megawatts of load, agree by Sep­
tember 1 of any year beginning in 1986, to 
adopt and implement the Bonneville/utility 
residential MCS program by January 1, of 
the next year, and offer to pay financial 
assistance throughout each performance 
year equal to or greater than the max­
imum value of financial assistance shown 
in Table 1-8-3; or 

4. Submit by September 1, of any year begin­
ning in 1986, an alternative program that 
will be implemented and enforced and is 
initially approved by Bonneville, prior to the 
next performance year, as being capable 
of providing savings equivalent to the Bon­
neville/utility residential MCS program and 
which does not duplicate the acquisition of 

I-B-3 



Appendix 1-B 

other resources that are already in the 
Council's plan. In addition, in order to con­
tinue to be considered equivalent, an 
alternative program must comply with the 
equivalence standard. Further, utilities 
with an alternative program must achieve 
and maintain in each performance year, 
the level of savings annually required by 
the annual minimum performance stan­
dard. Alternative programs may include, 
but are not limited to, state or local govern­
ment or utility marketing programs, finan­
cial assistance, codes that achieve part of 
the MCS level of savings, or other mea­
sures to encourage energy efficient con­
struction of new residential buildings or 
other lost opportunity conservation 
resources. Each alternative plan should 
specify at least the following: 

• Thermal efficiency specifications per 
building. 

• Measures to maintain adequate indoor 
air quality, by providing no less than .5 air 
changes per hour. 

• Target market share. 

• Level of utility payments or other 
activities to promote residential MCS 
level construction. 

• Marketing plan. 

• Contingency plans for achieving targets 
with alternative marketing strategies. 

• Compliance certification strategy (e.g., 
utility inspection). 

• Data gathering to meet Bonneville infor­
mation needs. 

Surcharge Recommendation 

The evaluation of utility performance and the 
annual establishment of the minimum per­
formance standard and equivalence stan­
dard should become part of Bonneville's sur­
charge policy. Bonneville should monitor 
performance and equivalence during each 
year beginning with the first performance 
year (1987). 
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The Council recommends that a 10 percent 
surcharge be imposed as of January 1, 1987, 
on utilities which have not complied with the 
September 1, 1986, deadline to submit: 1) an 
initial plan for implementation of the Bon­
neville/utility residential MCS program; 2) a 
plan for implementation of an alternative pro­
gram which is approved by Bonneville as 
being equivalent as set forth above; or 3) a 
declaration, approved by Bonneville, that the 
MCS for residential buildings will be met by 
building codes. This surcharge continues in 
effect until a utility has filed an initial plan and 
has obtained the necessary Bonneville 
approvals. 

The Council recommends that on each Janu­
ary 1, beginning in 1989, a 10 percent sur­
charge be imposed for one year on all utilities 
which did not comply with the annual mini­
mum performance standard for the perform­
ance year beginning two years earlier. For 
example, utilities failing to meet the 1987 min­
imum performance standard should be sur­
charged commencing January 1, 1989, for 
one year. Utilities failing to meet the 1988 
minimum performance standard should be 
surcharged commencing January 1, 1990, 
for one year. However, utilities with a total load 
of less than 25 average megawatts that par­
ticipate in the Bonneville/utility residential 
MCS program and offer, throughout each 
year to which a minimum performance stan­
dard is applicable, financial assistance equal 
to or greater than the maximum value of 
financial assistance shown in Table I-B-3 
should not be surcharged regardless of their 
performance. 

The Council recommends that on each July 
1, beginning in 1990, a 10 percent surcharge 
be imposed for one year on utilities with alter­
native residential programs that have not 
taken the corrective actions for alternative 
programs as set forth above, and which have 
not met the equivalence standard for the pre­
vious performance year beginning in 1989. 
For example, on July 1, 1988, Bonneville will 
announce the equivalence standard for 1989 
based on performance in 1987. A utility with 
an existing alternative program not perform­
ing to that level when it is announced, which 
does not by January 1, 1989, either adopt and 
implement the Bonneville/utility residential 
MCS program or secure Bonneville's 
approval of an alternative plan and which fails 

to meet the equivalence standard during 
1989, should be surcharged on July 1, 1990. 

The Council's surcharge methodology is set 
forth below. The total surcharge on a utility for 
failing to meet the MCS for residential and 
commercial utility programs should not 
exceed 10 percent of its rate at any time. 

In no event should a utility be surcharged if it 
achieves and maintains, in any of the ways 
enumerated above, a level of electrical 
energy savings equivalent to 85 percent of 
those which would be achieved if all new 
electrically heated residences in its service 
territories were constructed to the level of the 
residential MCS.7 

A utility operating the Bonneville/utility resi­
dential MCS program or a program approved 
by Bonneville as equivalent should not be 
surcharged if Bonneville does not offer it 
financial assistance to be provided to home 
builders for each residence meeting the stan­
dards at least equal to the minimum value of 
financial assistance shown in Table I-B-3. 

Exemptions 

The Council finds there is no need for exemp­
tions at this time. If Bonneville finds that hard­
ship exists, Bonneville should, if necessary, 
fully finance the MCS in those jurisdictions. 

The Model 
Conservation 
Standards for New 
Commercial Buildings 

The Council's model conservation standard 
for new commercial buildings is as follows: 
New commercial buildings are to be con­
structed to achieve savings equivalent to 
those achievable through constructing build­
ings to the Council of American Building Offi­
cials (CABO) 1983 Model Energy Code, 
which is based on the American Society of 
Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning 
Engineers (ASHRAE), ASHRAE 90-80, with 
the following modifications. The ventilation 
requirements are those set forth in ASHRAE 
Standard 62-81, and the interior lighting stan­
dard for all office buildings and for those retail 



GROUP 

A 

B 

E 

H 

R 

Table I-B-5 
Interior Ughting Power Budgeta 

OCCUPANCY DESCRIPTION 

Assembly w/stage 

Stage lighting 

Assembly w/o stage: other than Band E 

Gasoline service station 

Storage garages 

Office buildings, wholesale stores, police and fire stations 

Retail stores 
- less than 1,000 square feet 

- 1,000 to 6,000 square feet 

- 6,000-20,000 square feet 

- Over 20,000 square feet 

Drinking and dining establishments 

Food preparation task lighting 

Aircraft hangers 

Process plants 

Factories and workshops 

Storage structures 

Schools and daycare centers 

Audio-visual presentation lighting 

Storage structures 

Handling areas 

Paint shops 

Paint spray booths 

Auto repair booths 

Aircraft repair hangers 

Institutions 

Administrative support areas 

Nursing areas 

Diagnostic, treatment, food service task lighting 

Dwelling units 

Other areas 

Food preparation task lighting 

LIGHTING 
POWER BUDGET'> 

(W/sq ft) 

1.1 

Exempt 

1.1 

2.0 

0.3 

1.5 

4.5 

3.5 

2.5 

1.5 

1.85 

Exempt 

0.7 

1.0 

2.0 

0.7 

2.0 

Exempt 

0.7 

2.0 

2.5 

5.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

0.9 

Exempt 

Exempt 

1.1 

Exempt 

a Watts/square foot of room may be increased by 2 percent per foot of height above 20 feet. 

b Emergency exit lighting is exempt from interior lighting budget. 
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areas containing over 20,000 square feet is 
1.5 watts per square foot. The lighting effi­
ciency requirements for all commercial build­
ings are as shown in Table 1-8-5. 

The Council recognizes that in some situa­
tions the lighting budgets shown in Table 1-
8-5 may not provide acceptable lighting. 
Consequently, the Council's lighting standard 
for new commercial buildings may be met by 
documenting through the use of ASHRAE/ 
IES (Illuminating Engineering Society) 
90R-1986 and/or IES LEM-1-1986 that the 
lighting power budgets set forth in Table 1-8-5 
are insufficient to achieve the recommended 
illuminance values for lighting design spec­
ified in the IES 1981 Ughting Handbook, 
Applications Volume. Such documentation 
must demonstrate that the recommended 
illuminance values cannot be achieved within 
the lighting budget when the most efficient 
equipment and lighting controls suitable for 
the specific task are used. 

Illustrative ways for a commercial building to 
meet this standard are described in those 
portions of the Council's Model Conserva­
tion Standards Equivalent Code dated Feb­
ruary 1985, as it will be conformed to this rule 
and may be subsequently amended from 
time to time, which apply to all buildings 
except low-rise residential buildings. 

The Council's MCS for new commercial 
buildings were developed using the ASH­
RAE 90-80 standard originally issued in 
1980. ASHRAE intends to adopt and issue 
an updated version of Standard 90 (ASH­
RAE 90.1) by mid-1986. The ASH RAE stan­
dard serves as the basis for the Council of 
American Building Officials 'Model Energy 
Code.' Therefore, the Council intends to 
review the updated standard for potential 
adoption as its MCS. This review process will 
commence as soon as the ASHRAE stan­
dard has been adopted in its final form. 

The MCS for Utility Commercial 
Conservation Programs 

The model conservation standard for utility 
commercial conservation programs is that 
utilities must: 1) implement a joint marketing 
program with Bonneville, which may contain 
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financial assistance payments to developers 
(the Bonneville/utility commercial MCS pro­
gram); or 2) implement an equivalent alter­
native program; or 3) rely on improved build­
ing codes to the MCS levels and achieve 
compliance with the annual minimum per­
formance standard calculated as set forth 
below. 

The Minimum Performance 
Standard for Commercial 
Programs 

All utilities must meet the annual minimum 
performance standard. All utilities including 
those participating in the Bonneville/utility 
MCS program for commercial buildings, 
those which have had codes adopted in their 
service territory to the MCS level, and those 
which have adopted other alternatives 
(where reliable data is available) will be 
ranked each year based on their perform­
ance in achieving in the previous year the 
electricity savings potential of the commer­
cial MCS. Savings should be measured from 
existing practice in 1983.s Performance will 
be measured by electricity savings achieved 
as a percentage of the electricity savings that 
could have been saved if all new commercial 
buildings in a utility service territory had been 
constructed to MCS levels. Thus, for exam­
ple, if ten identical commercial buildings were 
built in a utility service territory, five of which 
were constructed to MCS levels (through 
codes or any other means), that utility's per­
formance level would be calculated at 50 
percent. 

Utilities with the highest performance and 
which represent 80 percent of the new com­
mercial floorspace will be grouped. The per­
formance level of the poorest performing util­
ity in that group is the annual minimum 
performance standard. If there is little dif­
ference in performance among utilities, the 
Council may reconsider this minimum per­
formance standard. The Administrator 
should use caution when evaluating utilities 
with very few new commercial buildings and 
should consider evaluating these utilities 
over more than one calendar year. 
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The Equivalence Standard for 
Commercial Programs 

The equivalence standard applies only to util­
ities selecting an alternative program to the 
Bonneville/utility commercial MCS program. 
The equivalence standard is the average 
savings achieved by any means by utilities 
participating in the Bonneville/utility commer­
cial MCS program during the previous per­
formance year. Savings are measured as a 
percentage of all the electricity savings 
achieved out of all the electricity that could 
have been saved if all new commercial build­
ings were built to MCS levels. Beginning in 
1988, Bonneville should announce the equiv­
alence standard for the next performance 
year by July 1 of each year. Utilities with alter­
native programs not performing at the level of 
the equivalence standard when it is 
announced must, by January 1 of the next 
performance year: 1) secure Bonneville's 
approval of another alternative plan for meet­
ing the equivalence standard; or 2) adopt the 
Bonneville/utility MCS program. If a utility 
fails to take one of these two corrective 
actions, and fails to meet the equivalence 
standard during that next performance year, 
the utility will be subject to a surcharge. 

Submission of Utility Plans for 
Compliance with the MCS for 
Commercial Programs 

Utilities must, by September 1, 1986, submit 
to Bonneville an initial plan declaring how 
they intend to meet the MCS for utility com­
mercial conservation programs. The ultimate 
goal for such programs is to obtain, as soon 
as possible, at least 85 percent of the savings 
which would have been obtained if all com­
mercial buildings had been constructed to 
the commercial MCS level.9 In subsequent 
years, a utility may change its declaration, 
subject to the same Bonneville approvals 
required for the 1986 initial plan submission. 

There are several ways utilities can comply 
with the MCS for utility commercial conserva­
tion programs. These are: 

1. Submit by September 1 of any year begin­
ning in 1986, and have approved by Bon­
neville prior to January 1 of the next year, a 
declaration that the MCS for commercial 
buildings have been or will be met no later 
than January 1 of that next year, and for 
each subsequent year, through codes at 
the MCS levels adopted and enforced by a 
state and/or local government, and there­
after in each performance year achieve 
and maintain the level of savings required 
by the annual minimum performance 
standard; 

2. Agree by September 1 of any year begin­
ning in 1986, to adopt and implement the 
Bonneville/utility commercial MCS pro­
gram by January 1 of the next year, which 
may contain financial assistance pay­
ments, and thereafter achieve and main­
tain the level of savings required by the 
annual minimum performance standard; 
or 

3. Submit by September 1 of any year begin­
ning in 1986, an alternative program that 
will be implemented and enforced by Jan­
uary 1 of the next year, and is initially 
approved by Bonneville prior to the next 
performance year as being capable of 
providing savings equivalent to the Bon­
neville/utility commercial MCS program, 
and which does not duplicate acquisition 
of other resources that are already in the 
Councils plan. In addition, in order to con­
tinue to be considered equivalent, an alter­
native program must comply with the 
equivalence standard. Further, utilities with 
an alternative program must achieve and 
maintain in each performance year the 
level of savings annually required by the 
annual minimum performance standard. 
Alternative programs may include, but are 
not limited to, state or local government or 
utility marketing programs, financial 
assistance, codes that achieve part of the 
MCS level of savings, or other measures to 
encourage energy efficient construction of 
new commercial buildings or other lost 
opportunity conservation resources. Each 
alternative plan should specify at least the 
following: 



• Electric efficiency specifications per 
building. 

• Target market share. 

• Level of utility payments or other activ­
ities to promote commercial MCS level con­
struction. 

• Marketing plan. 

• Contingency plans for achieving targets 
with alternative marketing strategies. 

• Compliance certification strategy (e.g., util­
ity inspection). 

• Data gathering to meet Bonneville informa­
tion needs. 

Surcharge Recommendation 

The evaluation of utility performance and 
establishment of a minimum performance 
standard and equivalence standard should 
become part of Bonneville's surcharge policy. 
Bonneville should monitor performance and 
:Jquivalence during each performance year 
Jeginning with the first performance year 
'.1987). 

fhe Council recommends that a 10 percent 
,urcharge be imposed as of January 1, 1987, 
)n utilities which have not complied with the 
3eptember 1, 1986, deadline to submit an 
nitial plan for implementation of the Bon-
1eville/utility commercial MCS program, a 
)Ian for implementation of an alternative pro­
Jram which is approved by Bonneville as 
l(Juivalent, as set forth above, or a declara­
ion, approved by Bonneville, that the MCS 
or commercial buildings will be met by build-
1g codes at the MCS levels. This surcharge 
:ontinues in effect until a utility has filed an 
1itial plan and has obtained the necessary 
lonneville approvals. 

·he Council recommends that on each Janu-
1ry 1, beginning in 1989, a 10 percent sur­
harge be imposed for one year on utilities 
thich have not complied with the annual min­
num performance standard for the perform­
nee year beginning two years earlier. 

·he Council recommends that on each July 
, beginning in 1990, a 10 percent surcharge 

be imposed for one year on utilities with alter­
native commercial programs that have not 
taken the corrective actions for alternative 
programs as set forth above, and which have 
not met the equivalence standard for that 
performance year beginning in 1989. For 
example, on July 1, 1988, Bonneville will 
announce the equivalence standard for 1989 
based on performance in 1987. A utility with 
an existing alternative program not perform­
ing to that level when it is announced, which 
does not by January 1, 1989, either adopt and 
implement the Bonneville/utility commercial 
MCS program or secure Bonneville's 
approval of another alternative plan and 
which fails to meet the equivalence standard 
during 1989, should be surcharged on July 1, 
1990. 

The Council's surcharge methodology is set 
forth below. The total surcharge on a utility for 
failing to meet the MCS for residential and 
commercial utility programs should not 
exceed 10 percent of its rate at any time. 

In no event should a utility be surcharged if it 
achieves and maintains, in any of the three 
ways enumerated above, a level of electrical 
energy savings equivalent to 85 percent of 
those which would be achieved if all new 
commercial buildings in their service territo­
ries were constructed to the level of the com­
mercial MCs.10 

Exemptions 

The Council finds there is no need for exemp­
tions at this time. If Bonneville finds that hard­
ship exists, Bonneville should, if necessary, 
fully finance the achievement of the MCS in 
those jurisdictions. 

The Model 
Conservation 
Standard for Buildings 
Converting to Electric 
Space Conditioning 

The Council's Model Conservation Standard 
for residential and commercial buildings con­
verting to electric space conditioning is that 
state or local governments or utilities should 
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take actions through codes, alternative pro­
grams or a combination thereof to achieve 
electric power savings from buildings which 
convert to electrical space conditioning. 
These savings should be comparable to 
those savings that would be achieved if each 
building converting to electric space condi­
tioning were upgraded to include all region­
ally cost-effective electricity conservation 
measures. Although the conversion standard 
is highly recommended, the Council is not 
recommending that a surcharge be imposed 
for failure to act accordingly. 

Surcharge 
Methodology 
Section 4(f)(2) of the Northwest Power Act 
provides for Council recommendation of a 10 
percent to 50 percent surcharge on Bon­
neville customers for those portions of their 
loads within the region that are within states 
or political subdivisions which have not, or on 
customers which have not, implemented 
conservation measures that achieve savings 
of electricity comparable to those which 
would be obtained under the model conser­
vation standards. The purpose of the sur­
charge is twofold: 1) to recover costs imposed 
on the region's electric system by failure to 
adopt the model conservation standards or 
achieve equivalent electricity savings, and 2) 
to provide a strong incentive to utilities and 
state and local jurisdictions to adopt and 
enforce the standards or comparable 
alternatives. 

The Administrator is responsible for imple­
menting the surcharge in accordance with 
the Council methodology for the surcharge 
calculation. The Council recommends that 
the Bonneville Administrator impose sur­
charges as specified above. The method is 
set out below. 

A. Identification of Customers 
Subject to Surcharge 

In accordance with the schedule set forth 
above, the Administrator should identify 
those customers, states, or political subdivi­
sions which have: 
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1. Failed to comply with the model conserva­
tion standards for utility residential and 
commercial conservation programs, 
including meeting all filing deadlines, and 

2. Failed to achieve equivalent savings of 
electricity through an acceptable alter­
native program, as determined by the 
Administrator. 

B. Calculation of Surcharge 

The annual surcharge for noncomplying cus­
tomers or customers in noncomplying juris­
dictions is then calculated by the Bonneville 
Administrator as follows: 

1. If the customer is purchasing firm power 
from Bonneville under a power sales con­
tract and is not exchanging under a resi­
dential purchase and sales agreement, 
the surcharge is 10 percent of the cost to 
the customer of all firm power purchased 
from Bonneville under the power sales 
contract for that portion of the customer's 
load in jurisdictions not implementing the 
MCS or comparable programs. 

2. If the customer is not purchasing firm 
power from Bonneville under a power 
sales contract but is exchanging (or is 
deemed to be exchanging) under a resi­
dential purchase and sales agreement, 
the surcharge is 10 percent of the cost to 
the customer of the power purchased 
from Bonneville in the exchange (or 
deemed to be purchased) for that portion 
of the customer's load in jurisdictions not 
implementing the MCS or comparable 
programs. 

3. If the customer is purchasing firm power 
from Bonneville under a power sales con­
tract and also is exchanging ( or is deemed 
to be exchanging) under a residential pur­
chase and sales agreement, the sur­
charge is: a) 10 percent of the cost to the 
customer of firm power purchased under 
the power sales contract, plus b) 10 
percent of the cost to the customer of 
power purchased from Bonneville in the 
exchange (or deemed to be purchased) 
multiplied by the fraction of the utility's 
exchange load originally served by the util­
ity's own resources. 

This calculation of the surcharge is 
designed to eliminate the possibility of 
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surcharging a utility twice on the same 
load. In the calculation, the portion of a 
utility's exchange resource purchased 
from Bonneville and already surcharged 
under the power sales contract is sub­
tracted from the exchange resources 
before establishing a surcharge on the 
exchange load. 

C. Evaluation of Alternatives and 
Electricity Savings 

To assist Bonneville in estimating compara­
ble electricity savings from alternative plans, 
a utility or jurisdiction should present its best 
estimate of new residential and commercial 
building construction in noncomplying areas 
within its service territory or boundaries. Bon­
neville will determine, in consultation with the 
Council, whether the alternative conserva­
tion plan of a utility or jurisdiction will achieve 
savings of electricity comparable to those 
that would have been achieved under the 
utility programs identified in the MCS. When 
determining electricity savings that would 
have occurred had the utility program stan­
dards been implemented, jurisdiction­
specific weather data and construction esti­
mates, where available, should be used 
along with the Council's residential and 
commercial heat loss models. 

The Council recognizes that in many cases 
data will not be available. In these cases 
Bonneville should rely on average electricity 
savings estimated by building type and cli­
mate zone and included in the Council's 
Plan. For single-family residential buildings, 
Bonneville should assume the following 
regarding houses built to the model conser­
vation standards: 1) houses in climate zone 1 
would save, on average, 6,725 kWh per year; 
2) houses in climate zone 2 would save, on 
average, 8,853 kWh per year; and 3) houses 
in climate zone 3 would save, on average, 
6,535 kWh per year. For multifamily dwell­
ings, Bonneville should assume the follow­
ing: 1) dwelling units in climate zone 1 would 
save, on average, 3,120 kWh per year, 2) 
dwelling units in climate zone 2 would save, 
on average, 4,489 kWh per year, and 3) 
dwelling units in climate zone 3 would save, 
on average, 5,235 kWh per year. For com­
mercial buildings, and where good estimates 
are not available for the number of new resi­
dential buildings, the estimated electricity 
savings should be determined by multiplying 
total regional average megawatt savings by 
sector expected from the standards, as 
shown in the plan, by the utility's noncomply­
ing share of total regional load in the applica­
ble sectors. 

If the Bonneville Administrator determines 
that a proposed alternative plan is not accept­
able, he should notify the entity that its alter­
native plan has been judged to be not accept­
able and that Bonneville will add a surcharge 
to the affected utility's bill as of the dates set 
forth above. The surcharge is calculated as 
described in section B above. If subsequent 
modifications to the entity's alternative plan 
are determined by the Administrator to be 
acceptable, then the surcharge should be 
removed. 

A general method of determining the esti­
mated electrical energy savings of an alter­
native conservation plan should be devel­
oped in consultation with the Council and 
included in Bonneville's policy to implement 
the surcharge. 

1./ Single family residences are defined to 
include duplexes. Multifamily residences 
include triplexes and larger structures up to 
and including 4-story low-rise residential 
structures. The standard applies to site-built 
residences and not to residences which are 
regulated under the National Manufactured 
Housing Construction and Safety Standards 
Act of 1974. 42 USC 5401 et seq (1983). 

2./ The Council has established climate zones 
for the region based on the number of heating 
degree days as follows: Zone 1 - 4-6,000 
heating degree days; Zone 2-6-8,000 heat­
ing degree days; and Zone 3 - over 8,000 
heating degree days. 

3./ "Super Good Cents" is the current name 
given to the Bonneville marketing program to 
encourage residential construction at the 
MCS level of efficiency. The Council believes 
the design and features of the Super Good 
Cents program will, if implemented region­
wide, provide a successful mechanism for 
advancing building practices to the full resi­
dential MCS level of savings throughout the 
region. 

4./ If local utilities determine that higher levels of 
financial assistance are required to achieve 
compliance, they should adjust their 
assistance level as appropriate. 

5./ The Council will work with Bonneville in defin­
ing 1983 practice for use as a benchmark and 
will supply this information to utilities. 

6./ 85 percent is the level of compliance that the 
Council believes is achievable by utility 
programs. 

7./ A utility relying on codes may, in its declara­
tion, use that portion of savings from any com­
mercial building codes which exceed the 
commercial MCS level as an offset against 
the full residential MCS level. 

8./ The Council will work with Bonneville in defin­
ing 1983 practice for use as a benchmark and 
will supply this information to utilities. 

9./ 85 percent is the level of compliance that the 
Council believes is achievable by utility 
programs. 

10./ A utility relying on codes may, in its declara­
tion, use that portion of savings from any 
residential building codes which exceed the 
residential MCS level as an offset against the 
full commercial MCS level. 




