
X. Appendix A:  Issue Papers from Workgroup #1 Subgroups
1.  Building Characteristics and Energy Consumption
Recommendations.  The focus of data collection in this area should be in the commercial and industrial sectors.  In five-year intervals, commercial and industrial studies should be conducted with a focus on statistical significance at the regional and market sector level. For residential, the region should develop a common survey instrument and sample design to increase efficiencies for individual utilities and enable regional amalgamation. For all sectors, a focus should be placed on integrating consumption histories for all fuels (i.e., billing records for electricity and natural gas) to end-use information to develop end-use intensities (EUIs). 
One option may be to track on an ongoing basis a regionally representative sample of residential and commercial sites to track the changing pattern of equipment and energy consumption and demand.  

For the irrigation and infrastructure sectors, initial resource assessment and market potential studies should be funded. These studies will provide information on the sector characteristics, energy consumption patterns and trends, as well mapping out the potential energy savings. These studies will provide the framework for any future data collection efforts in these sectors.

Efforts should be made to gather regional (and national) end-use metered and whole building load data.  More of this data is becoming available through automatic meter reading technology (AMI) and the increase use of energy management systems. Additionally, individual studies often meter the specific technologies. The current RTF study will provide the availability of this data and direction to any regional collaboration in this area. 

Priority Rating. 

· Residential – Medium
· Commercial – HIGH
· Industrial – HIGH
· Irrigation – Medium 

· Infrastructure – Medium
· End-use and load data – Medium
Budget and Timing. 

Residential. Development of common questionnaire - $100,000 (one-time), conducting full regional RASS with EUIs - $2 million (every five years). 

Commercial. $3 million every five years.

Industrial. $1 million every five years.  

Irrigation. Initial resource potential study to characterize the market. This study will generate recommendations for future data gathering activities. 

Infrastructure. Initial resource potential study to characterize the market. This study will generate recommendations for future data gathering activities. 

End-use and load data. The current RTF study is will result in an assessment of available data and generate recommendations on future research directions and collaborative data collection efforts.  

2.  Products and Services
ENERGY EFFICIENCY SAVINGS
Need for Additional Data.  Although there are several sources for estimates of savings for existing measures in the Northwest, during the past 15 years there has been a significant lack of research, demonstrations, and evaluations to provide information on the cost and energy savings for currently available products and services.  Because the RTF has a limited pool of resources, this lack of new data has led to a situation where it is very difficult for the RTF or other regional organizations to determine robust estimates of savings for new measures or programs. This is a significant barrier to the inclusion of new and emerging technologies and practices into program offerings in the Northwest. In addition, there is a need to collect consistent data from utility programs that collect and assess savings for programs.

Recommendations.  Increase the funding for, and improve, regional coordination of  products/services savings research, demonstrations, and impact evaluations.  This includes evaluations spanning regional utility programs in similar technologies, as well as more focused technology assessments of pilot-type offerings. There may be an opportunity to develop a regional clearinghouse for utility program data.
Priority Rating. 

· Residential – MEDIUM
· Commercial Products/Services – HIGH 
Scale.  Climate-zone level for weather-sensitive products/services; regional for other. 
Budget and Timing.  It is estimated that ____ per year would allow for the region to assess savings across multiple products/services. This should be an ongoing effort, with dedicated staff resources.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY COSTS 
Need for Additional Data. The region needs a systematic look at incremental costs, prioritized by those products/services that represent a large potential resource.  The lack of data in this area is a significant barrier to assessing the cost-effectiveness of products/services.  

Recommendations.  First, a process should be developed to collect consistent program costs of products and services from regional utilities and system benefits charge program administrators across all sectors. For commercial, residential, and industrial retrofit products, the utility-program data should be supplemented with market analyses of costs (Web-research, surveying suppliers, mystery shopping).  Industrial measures should be included for any commodity-type products (i.e., motors, air compression).  For commercial and residential new construction products/services it is necessary to conduct studies that would pay builders and developers to develop bids for energy efficient and baseline new buildings. It is unlikely that industrial new construction or complex process efficiency  improvements can be assessed on other than a case-by-case basis.
Scale.  Regional with consideration for sub-regional differences
Priority Ratings. 

· Program Cost Data Collection – MEDIUM
· Retrofit (Commercial and Residential) – MEDIUM
· New Construction (Commercial and Residential) – HIGH 
Budget and Timing.  Systematic cost reviews of existing measures should be conducted every five years at an approximate budget of ​​​_____. In addition, budget should be set aside annually for cost assessments of new/emerging technologies at an approximate cost of $300,000/year. 

ENERGY EFFICIENCY BASELINE EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

Need for Additional Data.  The residential sector RASS surveys are currently useful for individual utilities, although combining them into a regional perspective is difficult. The commercial sector studies are insufficient in sample size to understand the various market sectors with any confidence.  The lack of industrial data is extremely problematic in assessing the quantity of potential available and targeting program offerings. A relatively inexpensive source of data could be to purchase sales data from regional retailers. 

Recommendations.  The focus of data collection in this area should be in the commercial and industrial sectors.  In five-year intervals commercial and industrial studies should be conducted with a focus on statistical significance at the regional and market sector level. For residential, the region should develop a common survey instrument and sample design to increase efficiencies for individual utilities and enable regional amalgamation. For all sectors, a focus should be placed on integrating consumption histories for all fuels (i.e., billing records for electricity and natural gas) to end-use information to develop end-use intensities (EUIs). 
One option may be to track on an ongoing basis a regionally representative sample of  residential and commercial sites to track the changing pattern of equipment and energy consumption and demand.  

Priority Rating. 

· Residential – Medium
· Commercial Medium – HIGH
· Industrial – HIGH
Budget and Timing. 

Residential:. Development of common questionnaire, $________(one-time), conducting full regional RASS with EUIs, $_______ (every five years). 

Commercial. $_______ every five years.

Industrial. $________ every five years.  In addition, $_______ dollars should be set aside annually to collect market sales data from regional retailers. 

3.  Market Characterization
Recommendations. 

Establish a regional coordination group in order to identify needs and coordinate implementation of market characterization in order to avoid duplication and ensure that all regional players have access to data to support programs.  This would include efforts to conduct research at a regional level where it makes sense, as well as coordinating multiple localized efforts where the coordination can result in economies of scale and the ability to extend the work to the entire region.  Examples of the former would be the characterization of the commercial windows market.  Examples of the latter would include the current market segmentation efforts in multiple utility service territories.

Likely candidates to take on this work include the RTF, NEEA, or a more formalized version of the NRG.  Regardless of who is tapped to do the work, sufficient resources in the form of both funding and personnel will be needed in order realize the benefits of coordination.

Allocate at least 1 percent of the regional efficiency spending (currently estimated at over $250 million)  to conducting this type of market research on an ongoing basis to ensure that Northwest key markets are adequately characterized with up-to-date information in order to allow efficiency efforts to be targeted effectively.  This amount could be the coordination of individual budgets within utilities, but this will require more administrative effort than having a pre-funded pot of money dedicated to the effort.

Establish a “clearinghouse” for web-based distribution and access to market research reports and data for use by Northwest efficiency programs.
4.  Evaluation
Background.

One of the prime sources of data for decision making and for planning is evaluation research.  The quality, reliability, usefulness, and timeliness of evaluation results have been recognized by the NEET Executive Committee, but there are several open questions about how valuable this is and how policy is best served by evaluation research.

Robust knowledge of the savings (kWh saved per year per unit) to be acquired by energy efficiency products (equipment) and services is an imperative step of developing cost-effective energy efficiency programs or offerings.  For the end-use consumer, knowledge of the expected reduction in energy consumption allows for rational assessments of payback and value. For utilities, thoroughly documented savings estimates allow for credibility in the analysis of the avoided loads and value of investing in cost-effective energy efficiency.  

Yet kWh are not produced by measures, but by measures that are installed within programs, whose design, implementation, and quality control create the savings.  This is one reason why it is so hard to “deem” savings based on engineering calculations.  Assumptions don’t account for the way programs interact with people.  For this reason, the most reliable data for real world planning comes from evaluations of programs.  Program planners often need behavioral research to support the effective program designs.  This is also a neglected area.

There are many ways to characterize evaluation research.  Four categories that are useful for this taskforce are:

Process evaluations observe actual programs and make recommendations for improvement/best practices.  This 90% accomplished by the local utility on its own programs, but there are some opportunities to look for best practices across utilities.

Program impact evaluations measure the accomplishments of programs in terms of savings.  This is about 60% accomplished at the local utility level, or sub-regional level (Puget Sound area), because the savings come from the way the program is operated in combination with the measures targeted by the program.  Nevertheless, there are plenty of efficiencies to be gained by evaluating similar programs with similar delivery mechanisms across multiple utilities.  Examples of the latter include Energy Star© homes, commercial lighting programs, market transformation initiatives like Energy Star© windows, and PTCS.

Technology assessments are strategic efforts to identify and isolate the savings that come from/or could come from a specific measure or technology.  These are almost always done as regional joint efforts, because the results are valuable to everyone, but expensive for an individual utility to do.  Examples include, economizer research, heat-pump research, retrofit packages for vending machines, and non-ducted mini heat pumps.

Verification is a minimal level of impact evaluation that leverages the results from other research.  Through repeated, high-quality evaluations and technology assessments, some savings are reliable enough that they can be “deemed” if the measure is found to be in place and operating appropriately.  This is usually a local utility effort, but the credibility of the savings values often depends on regional consensus.  Simple verification is an extremely important way to reduce the cost of evaluation, while providing assurances of savings to the region.  It only works well if the quality control is present.  The RTF publishes a large list of measures whose savings values (at least on average) have been rigorously vetted and updated, such as CFLs, window upgrades, new manufactured housing, some irrigation measures, and many heat pumps in specified circumstances. 

In general, where does the region stand now on evaluation research?  

The most active evaluators are NEEA, the Energy Trust of Oregon, the RTF, and Puget Sound Energy.  Others are intermittently active on their own, but more importantly, many of them have funding the joint evaluations of NEEA and the RTF. While these evaluations also represent some of the best M&V efforts in the US,  none of these entities spend more than 3% on evaluation research. 

California spends about 8% of its total energy efficiency budget on evaluation, measurement, and verification.  New York State (NYSERDA) has recently raised its evaluation budget from 2% to 5%.  Illinois has allocated a mere 0.5% for its first effort at evaluation, but quickly increased it to 3%.   

Sources of Evaluation Data.

Regional Technical Forum (RTF):  Over the last 7 years the RTF has reviewed and incorporated the findings of technology assessments and impact evaluations in support of the cost-effective measure list that serves as the basis for many regional programs, especially the BPA Conservation Rate Credit program.  Some results are produced directly through limited research budget of the RTF, but most depends on following the results of evaluations.  A key strength is that the measures and results almost always are directly applicable to the region and its climate.  Two weaknesses are the lack of process evaluation input and a backlog of needed updating of measure costs and savings due to under-funding.

Local Utilities: BPA, NEEA and the Energy Trust post their impact and process evaluations on their websites.  Other utilities such as Puget Sound Energy, SCL, and Tacoma Power willingly share most research results with the RTF.  Among these entities, over the last 20 years, there are in excess of 350 evaluation studies, many outdated and only available in hard copy.  Much of what has been produced has been used, but there is no common way to access the information and to stay current with what is going on.  It would also benefit the region to know what is being planned so that minor changes could be suggested to make the work more generally useful.  Many parts of the region do not have sufficient infrastructure and resources to accomplish a lot of needed evaluation research on their own, and could benefit from working with a cost-share on regional issues.

The Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE):  This national Market Transformation organization maintains a searchable database of evaluation reports www.CEE1.org that are voluntarily provided by its member utilities.  Where the cross-references to a single organization are very numerous, e.g. NEEA, they provide a link.   The strengths are that it covers all parts of the country and is easily searchable.  Weaknesses include the lack of quality control over what is provided and that many full reports are not directly available to the reader – for example only short abstracts are available for the proceedings of the International Energy Program Evaluation Conference.

The International Energy Program Evaluation Conference (IEPEC):  This non-profit has been holding bi-annual conferences for over twenty five years (scheduled for Portland in 2009).  It features peer reviewed papers (50 -90 per conference) on impact, process and planning evaluations.  All proceedings since 1997 are available on CDs which are searchable within the CD www.iepec.org.   The strength of IEPEC is that there is good quality control.  The weaknesses are that the papers can only be about 10 pages long and the proceedings must be purchased or obtained from attendees.

The California Measurement Advisory Council (CALMAC)
:  CALMAC provides a searchable database of evaluation research in California going back to 1990 www.CALMAC.org., with downloadable evaluations since 1994.  It has new evaluations added almost weekly.  The evaluations are generally of very high quality and quite detailed, because for 8 of the years they were the basis of IOU shareholder earnings claims.  The strengths of the CALMAC are the quality, the completeness of the reports, and the public availability.  The weaknesses are the California-centric focus, including a heavy emphasis on free-ridership, and the size of the reports.  In addition, the evaluations, while complete, tend to be too untimely for decision support.  In recent years, the documents have been broken into two parts – an Executive Summary and the whole report, both in Adobe.  

The California Database of Energy Efficiency Resources (DEER):  This is a searchable database that attempts to assign an ex ante value as a starting point for savings by measure.  It is California’s version of the RTF measure list, but with less requirement for field data to back it up. It must deal with 13 climate zones for all weather sensitive measures, and involves estimates of incremental measure cost, and peak savings by measure.  It is the starting point for about 60% of the savings projected in California IOU planning.  It regularly gets updated, but it is a massive undertaking.  Its weaknesses include outdated incremental measure cost data, lack of measure/program interactions, and values that are not always trusted by the IOUs who substitute their own values.  It is often not applicable to the PNW climates, and is very cumbersome to use. www.eega.cpuc.ca.gov/deer/.

Current California EM&V:   With $400 million dollars in IOU shareholder incentives riding on the outcome of evaluations of programs in 2006-08, current evaluation efforts are approaching $80 million.  Although the evaluation research is expected to cover all programs, there is a focus on the performance of measures across programs.  Much of this evolving information will be of interest for the PNW.  A draft list of the major measures of interest is very detailed (1.73 MB zipped), but is available. 

The needs of the  region to cooperate at the a level viewed as important to NEET requires some real time coordination and a clearinghouse function to provide the best decision making information about the performance of the measures, programs, and services available in the region.  Support of this effort can provide the type of cost-efficiencies that come from a well-established track record, so that redundant evaluations can be avoided, freeing up resources for R&D, market characterizations, and focused program efforts.  

Current levels of coordination and joint strategic planning are not working for the region.  While the cost of organizing and strategically guiding regional and sub-regional efforts may be substantial, the cost of not getting our planning estimates and our “accomplishments” correct can be even higher as the region attempts to accelerate energy efficiency.  “Ready, fire, aim” may get people started, but it is no way to build a power plant.  Large and small parties need to be able to tap into the region’s collective knowledge.

Recommendations.

1. All stakeholders in the region need to be committed to using quality evaluation and paying for it. 

2. Better information would come from evaluations within the region, and cost efficiencies would be tremendous if a central group with dedicated funding could guide it strategically – not taking away the ability of individual utilities to evaluate their own programs, but to be able to work on cross-program evaluations and technology assessments, rather than beg and borrow every time an opportunity or need arises.

3. There are a lot of extra-regional resources for evaluation, but it is time-consuming to review what is available and what can be useful on a real time basis.  If the Region wants to track what is happening inside and outside the region some dedicated resources will be needed to create a clearinghouse.  This includes information on 

a. baselines that are found in the market; 

b. incremental costs as they change; 

c. savings estimates; and 

d. lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes.

4. Given the 1996 (?) Congressional appropriations language that recommended the RTF be formed to serve, among other purposes, as a quality control organization for evaluations and as a repository of the evaluation information, it would be logical to regionally fund on an ongoing basis the RTF to handle recommendations 2 and 3 above.  Firm, longer term commitments will supply the staff and budgets needed to derive value where it exists elsewhere and strategically plan how to fill remaining regional needs.

Post-Script.
In terms of implementation on a regional basis the recommendation is to assign responsibility and resources to the RTF for items 3a, 3b, and 3c for purposes of understanding impacts and costs of measures, and to assign the responsibilities and resources  for 3d, basically market assessments, consumer behavioral research, and process evaluations to NEEA.

Appendix B: Table of Data Needs

Following is a summary table of tasks, priority over the next five years, periodicity, and costs. 

Users of the data gathered through the processes identified here are utility and regional load forecasters, conservation planners, evaluators, state planners, consultants.  Note that cost figures presented below are not incremental or new costs.  A large portion of these costs are in existing budgets from NWPCC, NEEA, RTF, and other utilities.  One of the post-NEET tasks is to identify those costs that are already budgeted, and identify incremental costs. 

*- 5 year if no major cost shift occurs, otherwise sooner

	Sector/Entities
	Tasks
	Next 5 years Priority scale

(1= highest,
10 = lowest)
	Periodicity in years
	Approximate

Annual Cost ($000)

	Residential
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	1
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Building characteristics, EUIs, load shapes, etc 
	4
	5
	                      400 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	4
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Emerging trends/sectors/ technologies
	4
	1
	                      200 

	 
	Market Characterization
	4
	1
	                   1,000 

	 
	Panel data
	4
	1
	                   1,000 

	Commercial/Small Industrial
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	1
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Building characteristics, EUIs, Hours of operation, load shapes, etc 
	3
	5
	                      600 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	3
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Emerging trends/sectors/technologies
	3
	1
	                      200 

	 
	Market Characterization
	3
	1
	                   1,000 

	 
	Panel 
	3
	1
	                   1,000 

	Industrial Large
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	2
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Sector characteristics, EUIs, load shapes, etc 
	3
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	3
	5
	                        -   

	 
	Emerging trends/technologies
	3
	1
	                      200 

	 
	Market Characterization
	3
	1
	                   1,000 

	Agriculture
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	1
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Sector characteristics, EUIs, load shapes, etc 
	4
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	4
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Emerging trends/technologies
	4
	1
	                      200 

	 
	Market Characterization
	4
	1
	                      300 

	Infustructure
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	2
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Sector characteristics, EUIs, load shapes, etc 
	5
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	5
	5
	                      200 

	 
	Emerging trends/technologies
	6
	1
	                      200 

	 
	Market Characterization
	6
	1
	                      300 

	Transportation
	Common questionnaire, definition, methodology
	4
	5
	                         4 

	 
	Sector characteristics, EUIs, load shapes, etc 
	8
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Measure Savings and  Costs 
	8
	5
	                       20 

	 
	Emerging trends/technologies
	6
	1
	                      100 

	 
	Market Characterization
	8
	1
	                      100 

	 Total
	 
	 
	 
	                   9,164 


Appendix C: Data Needs from a State Perspective
The table below provides a summary of the energy efficiency standards in each of the four states in the northwest.

	
	Idaho
	Montana
	Oregon
	Washington

	Appliance/Equipment Standards
	
	
	X
	X

	Energy Standards for Public Buildings
	X
	
	X
	X

	Building Energy Codes
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Public Benefit Funds
	
	X
	X
	

	Personal Tax Incentives
	X
	X
	X
	

	Corporate Tax Incentives
	
	X
	X
	

	Loans
	X
	X
	X
	


Appliance/Equipment Efficiency Standards

The federal government has established energy efficiency standards for a wide range of consumer and commercial appliances and equipment. States may not pre‑empt federal standards, but may adopt energy efficiency standards for product categories that are not federally-regulated. California has had the authority to adopt higher standards for many years, and the Appliance Standards Awareness Project (ASAP), a consortium of states, utilities and energy advocacy groups, has developed model standards to assist states that want to adopt higher standards and to provide state-to-state consistency for manufacturers.

Beginning in 2005 the legislatures of Oregon and Washington, along with about a dozen other states, have enacted minimum appliance efficiency standards covering a number of appliances. This includes Automatic Commercial Ice Makers, Commercial Refrigerators and Freezers, Commercial Hot Food Holding Cabinets, Compact Audio Products, DVD Players and Recorders, Portable Electric Spas, Bottle‑type Water Dispensers, and Unit Heaters. In addition, Oregon and Washington adopted standards for several other categories of equipment that have subsequently been pre‑empted by federal standards. Oregon has authority to adopt standards administratively.

There are several categories of equipment for which Oregon and Washington have not adopted standards. For example, California is currently considering standards for televisions and battery chargers, and accelerated effective dates for federal standards for general purpose incandescent lighting adopted by Congress in 2007. 

ASAP maintains estimates of savings for each category of equipment, based on estimated national sales and adjusted for population. ASAP maintains a registry of approved products on behalf of participating states, including Oregon and Washington, but the states do not actively track sales or verify compliance.

Public Buildings

Idaho, Oregon and Washington require new state buildings and major renovations to meet energy efficiency standards beyond respective state building codes and/or ASHRAE standards. They also have voluntary standards for schools and other local government buildings, and Oregon requires that 1.5 percent of the budget for any new public facility be dedicated to solar energy. 

Oregon and Washington provide various levels of review and assistance. Data from these facilities is being collected in Oregon and Washington, including some post-occupancy data collection; M&V, however, is not required. Biennial reports to the Legislature help ensure compliance with the requirements in Oregon and Washington. Energy Star Portfolio Manager may be a tool to help centralize data and ensure consistency.

Oregon also requires existing state facilities to reduce energy use by 20 percent or more compared to calendar year 2000. The Oregon Department of Energy collects the data and reports it to the Legislature, and works with agencies to improve energy efficiency if they fail to meet the target.

In addition, Idaho, Oregon and Washington encourage and assist public agencies to use Energy Savings Performance Contracts, and provide other tools and assistance. Oregon, for example, maintains lists of approved energy auditors, energy analysts (e.g., building modelers) and commissioning agents, provides model controls specifications, and case studies.

Building Energy Codes

The Northwest has a long history of encouraging and adopting some of the most advanced energy codes in the nation.  Currently, Oregon and Washington have energy codes that are developed and maintained by state agencies.  Idaho and Montana both have adopted the nationally developed International Energy Conservation Codes.  

Oregon recently adopted a set of changes to their residential code that improve it to a level roughly 15% better than current national model codes and is currently developing a non-residential code targeting 20 to 30% improvement over current energy code requirements.  Washington is considering improvements in both its residential and non-residential codes for 2009 adoption.    Given the importance of the national codes, the four Northwest states have formed the Northwest Energy Codes group that has been successful in getting a number of NW-generated improvements adopted in the IECC.   NEEA has provided support for both individual state energy code development as well as the NW Energy Code Group efforts.

Current status of the four states can be summarized as follows:

	State
	Residential Codes
	Non-Residential

	Oregon
	2008 – 15% Better than 2006 IECC
	2009 Code Development in Progress Targeting 20-30% improvement

	Washington
	2009 Code Development in Progress Targeting 20-30% improvement
	2009 Code Development in Progress Targeting 20-30% improvement

	Idaho
	2006 IECC
	2006 IECC

	Montana
	2003 IECC

Currently considering 2009 IECC
	2003 IECC 

Currently considering 2009 IECC


Code enforcement and code compliance are interwoven issues. Typically an effective building code would result in lower initial compliance, and as construction practices change to new code, the level of compliance increases. A recent evaluation by NEEA found that overall regional compliance rating (defined as falling within 10% of code) for residential buildings is about 85 percent. Compliance was found to be higher in Oregon and Washington and higher in single-family versus multi-family buildings. NEEA’s commercial baseline study found an increase in energy code compliance levels since the 1990s. Code compliance in lighting standards was found to be in the range of 80-90 percent.

Estimates of building code savings are available from the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NWPPC). According to the NWPPC, by 2007 cumulative regional savings from state codes reached 700 MWa.

Tax Incentives

All four northwest states provide incentives of some sort for either energy efficiency or distributed renewable energy systems, or both. 

Idaho provides tax deductions for insulation and windows in residences built before 1976, and for renewable energy and energy-efficient heat pumps and wood stoves. Information on the number of deductions and total dollar amount claimed is available from the Tax Commission, but energy savings are not reported. In addition, the Idaho Office of Energy Resources also provides 4 percent loans of up to $100,000 for industrial, agricultural and commercial energy efficiency and renewable energy projects, and up to $15,000
 for residential energy efficiency or renewable energy improvements. 

Montana provides tax credits of up to $500 for residential energy efficiency improvements or non-fossil energy generation or heating, and $1,500 for a geothermal heating system. Montana also provides a 35 percent tax credit for commercial renewable energy investments. Taxpayers may deduct from corporate income up to $1,800 for residential energy conservation investments, and up to $3,600 commercial energy conservation investments. The programs are administered by the Dept. of Revenue. The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation also offers loans of up to $40,000 for alternative energy systems that generate energy for the building occupant's own use or for net metering; energy conservation measures may also be financed along with the alternative energy project.
Washington provides an exemption from the state sales tax for solar water heating systems and equipment used to generate electricity from wind, sun or landfill gas, and requires utilities to pay production incentives of $0.12 to $0.54 per kilowatt-hour (kWh), capped at $2,000 per year to individuals, businesses, and local governments that generate electricity from solar power, wind power or anaerobic digesters. The Department of Revenue must submit reports measuring the impact of this legislation. The Washington State University Extension Energy Office also provides $5,000-$10,000 grants to small and medium sized manufacturers in Washington state to pursue energy efficiency projects.

Oregon provides the largest incentives. Oregon’s Residential Energy Tax Credit program (RETC) provides tax credits to homeowners for premium efficiency appliances, high efficiency heating and air conditioning systems, high efficiency water heating systems, premium efficiency duct systems, and renewable energy systems. Insulation, weatherization, and windows are not eligible for the tax credit. The Business Energy Tax Credit program (BETC) provides a tax credit equal to 35 percent of incremental costs taken over 5 years for businesses and rental dwellings that implement energy conservation projects and 50 percent for business that implement renewable energy projects. A Pass-through option allows a project owner with limited tax liability, such as public entities and non-profit organizations, to transfer the BETC project eligibility to a pass-through partner in exchange for a lump-sum payment. Oregon also provides low-interest, fixed-rate, long-term loans for energy conservation and renewable energy projects. 

The Oregon Department of Energy administers these programs and reports results biennially. Oregon pre-certified $155 million in energy conservation project costs in 2006 and $170 million in 2007. Oregon pre-certified $155 million in renewable energy project costs in 2006 and $204 million in 2007; most of this was for large wind and large biomass generation projects. The Department estimates energy savings or energy production, as appropriate. However, the estimates are not calculated consistently with the RTF or other organizations in the region, and there is little or no post-installation review to verify the estimates. 

State programs may be used in combination with other utility incentives. Thus estimated savings, to the extent they are available from the states, are not necessarily additive to savings from other utility or regional programs. 

Net Metering

Oregon and Washington require all utilities to offer net metering to customers who install distributed renewable energy projects on their facilities. Montana requires its investor-owned utilities to offer net metering, and most electric cooperatives have adopted net metering as well. Idaho does not require net metering, but all three investor-owned utilities in the state have net metering tariffs approved by the Public Utility Commission. The states do not collect the data, but the number and total generating capacity of net-metered systems should be available through the utilities.

Public Benefits Funds

Montana requires all distribution utilities and cooperatives to collect a Universal System Benefits Charge (USBC), which is used for low-income assistance and weatherization, energy efficiency, renewable energy, and R&D programs. Utilities and cooperatives may manage their own USB program, or may pay into state funds that implement the USB program. The charge is set at a level that would generate 2.4 percent of each utility’s 1995 retail sales revenue, with caps on large customers, amounting to about $10 million annually. Montana’s Universal System Benefits Charge currently is slated to run through 2009.

Oregon's requires its two largest investor-owned utilities, Pacific Power and Portland General Electric (PGE), to collect a 3% public-purpose charge from their customers to support renewable energy and energy efficiency projects through 2025. Of the funds collected by the utilities, 63% must be allocated towards energy efficiency programs and 19% to renewable energy. The remaining funds support low-income housing energy assistance and K-12 school energy-conservation efforts, administered by the Oregon Housing and Community Services Department and the Oregon Department of Energy, respectively. 

The Energy Trust of Oregon, an independent non-profit organization, was established to administer these programs under contract to the Oregon Public Utility Commission. In addition, the Energy Trust administers gas conservation programs for residential and commercial customers of Northwest Natural and Cascade Natural, and select programs for residential customers of Avista Corporation in Oregon. In 2007 the Energy Trust received about $52 million from the Pacificorp and PGE, and another $11 million from Oregon’s natural gas utilities, and spent a total of about $56 million. Data on energy savings is reported in the Trust’s Annual Report. Savings estimates may overlap the Oregon Department of Energy’s tax credit programs. The Energy Trust and the Oregon Department of Energy coordinate marketing, criteria, and applications as much as possible.

Data Needs from a State Perspective

Purposes

Below are some of the key uses of data from a state’s perspective.

· Whether a building code upgrade is justified

· Compliance levels with energy codes; opportunities to improve both codes and supporting infrastructure

· Whether state utility regulatory policies appropriately treat energy efficiency and renewable energy

· Whether state incentives are warranted, and at what level

· Whether state policy should be modified

· How effective program delivery is, and how it might be improved.

Issues
The state would like energy savings to be reported on a statewide basis, including savings from both utility and state programs. State programs affect all citizens, irrespective of utility territory or fuel type. In many cases both state and utility incentives are available to a consumer. It is difficult, if not impossible, to appropriately pro-rate the savings ( it is impossible to tell whether one incentive or the other had more of an effect on a person’s decision, and in many cases it is the synergistic effect that makes a project attractive. Further, utilities don’t wish report lower savings for their programs by sharing credit with the state. But if both utility and state data are reported separately, savings are double-counted. This should be addressed.

Another need is that national data (or data from another region) on penetration rates be available for comparison purposes, to see whether our programs are incenting additional savings. This data can be difficult to obtain, especially when done in a sporadic, ad hoc manner. It would be helpful if someone were tasked with either collecting some national data or at least maintaining a central repository to which others contribute as they gather data. 

Data Needs

Below is a list of some of the specific data that would be helpful from a state perspective. The list is not comprehensive, but captures some of the more important data needs. I don’t think there’s anything here that isn’t included in one of the other subgroup reports.

Product data

· Measure savings

· Measure cost (total cost, marginal cost), including trends (historical costs)

Market Characteristics

· Size of potential market for each product/service, by state

· Size of potential market for each product/service, by sector and occupancy or SIC/NAIS

Building Characteristics

· Size by age, occupancy type, and state

· Energy use (electric and natural gas) by age, occupancy type, and state

· Compliance rates with current energy codes

· Utility rates

Program Evaluation

· Quantity sold/installed, by state

· Energy savings, by state

· GHG reductions, by utility and state (this can be calculated)

· Cost (utility and state incentives) 

· Market penetration rate of technology, by state

· Market penetration rate of technology, by occupancy type

· Market penetration rate, national 

· Consumer acceptance of product/service

· Consumer satisfaction with program delivery

· Perceived consumer barriers

Task 5

Provide background on the different types of state programs which, in conjunction with utility-funded efforts, promote energy efficiency.

1. Survey state energy efficiency incentives and results

2. Survey energy efficiency mandates and results

3. Survey state and local building codes regarding energy efficiency

4. Survey extent of building code enforcement

5. Survey state energy efficiency product standard.

Appendix D:  Data Needs from a Regional Level

(Written by Massoud Jourabchi, Northwest Power and Conservation Council, July 2008)
Background
In the first phase of its work, workgroup #1 is tasked with an assessment of the current state of energy efficiency in the region including ongoing research, initiatives, data needs, funding, and operational experience. Using a group of experts from the region, a preliminary assessment is underway. Further assessment regarding additional information needs and required action steps will be provided as part of recommendations to the Executive Committee. 
In order to identify and discuss short-term and long-term strategies, and timeline recommendations to increase energy efficiency development throughout the region, this report is being circulated for your review, comment, and additions.  You are asked to reflect on the current and future data needs, wants, concerns and recommendations that best reflect your organization.  Keep in mind that the goal of increasing regional acquisition of energy efficiency goes beyond electricity and beyond energy reduction; it include all fuels and demand response.   
I will start with my own organization’s data needs, wants, concerns, and recommendations.

Northwest Power and Conservation Council, Jourabchi perspective

Backdrop the way I see it: 

· Region is moving toward reduced reliance on hydro to meet its peak load.

· Variability in resources is increasing as wind generation is increasing.
· Climate change is creating increases in the variability of load.

· Peak load management (DR) is becoming more important in the region.  

Short-term Forecasting

For our short-term forecasting needs, mainly used in the Resource Adequacy analysis:

Need -Hourly load for the region

Want- Hourly loads for each utility

Concerns- Lack of a timely load data can lead to under forecast for regional energy and peak.

Recommendation- A regional body works with WECC to get the hourly loads data on a quarterly basis; synthesize the information into regional footprint, make it available publicly.

Long-term Forecasting
The Council uses an end-use model to forecast loads twenty years into the future and to assess conservation potential from each end-use.  In this report I am focusing on forecasting needs; conservation planning, implementation, or evaluation, and needs stemming demand response planning, implementation, or evaluation will be identified under a separate cover. 

Needs

· Update to hourly end-use load shapes for the newer end-uses or newer business sectors that are emerging in the region, (for example, growing demand from home entertainment equipment, computers, laptops, servers, plug-loads, or expanding load in data centers, retirement homes, and refrigerated warehouses)
· Update on energy use of existing and emerging end-uses

· Update on saturation rate of appliances in homes and businesses

· Update on industrial customers loads by NAICS 

· Update on irrigation customers loads  

Wants

· To follow on an ongoing basis a regionally representative sample of residential and commercial sites to track changing pattern of demand for energy
· Track shipment level and efficiency of major appliances to the region

Concerns

· Being in a reactive mode; not being able to properly reflect changing pattern of use and new applications and end-uses
Recommendation
· A bottom-up approach using a coordinated effort to follow hourly loads in a representative sample in existing and new residential and commercial buildings.  This would be an on-going effort, a relatively stable number of households and commercial buildings would be tracked through time.  Drops and increases in loads, and shifts in timing of consumption is investigated.  This could act as an early warning system reflecting changing patterns.  

· Work with National associations, regional retailer to track shipment of major  appliances, and energy using devices to the region with the greatest level of geographic detail possible. 

Appendix E:  Cost of “Not Measuring What Matters” or Value of “Measuring What Matters”
In the past quarter of century, Northwest region utilities have done an excellent job of acquiring conservation in a cost-effective manner.  The estimates for the cost of acquiring over 2400 MWa of conservation resources has been placed at over 2 billion dollars.  In the recent years, the Northwest has been acquiring conservation resources at an average cost of about $1.5 million dollars MWa (first year cost).  As the region embarks on the second quarter century of acquiring conservation resources, the need for better and more complete information is paramount.  The need for going beyond the meter to consumers as the real source of energy conservation is greater.  The road-map to this second journey into the conservation forest is sketchy at best, created from vintage maps, and more recent but limited scouting reports.  The low hanging fruits on the out-skirts of the conservation forest may be picked clean and now the second generation of low hanging fruits need to be identified and picked deeper in the forest.  Back of the envelope assessment of the cost for this second, more aggressive, conservation trip puts its cost at $8.4 billion dollars (constant 2006$) for the region over the next 22 years.  This equates an average annual cost of $1.5 million dollars per MWa and an average acquisition target of 375 MWa, or about 1% of annual regional load.  

An investment of this magnitude would require substantial investments in planning, coordination, engineering, implementation, and evaluation.  Using a conservative five percent cost allocation to these matters would translate to about $450 million dollar investment in knowing what matters over the next quarter of century.  This equates to about $20 million dollars a year, or about $750 dollars per MWa of conservation acquired.  

This level of investment in conservation can be treated as an insurance policy and used as an instrument for acquisition cost reduction.  Benefits derived from an informed planning, marketing and evaluation approach to conservation acquisition, and benefits from a regional acquisition strategy, would significantly outweigh the cost of measuring what matters. 

In summary, investment in “Measuring What Matters” would reduce the financial risk of conservation acquisition and is a cost-effective conservation investment by itself.
Appendix F: Survey Questions, Responses, and Findings

Workgroup #1 administered a survey to the entire NEET group in order to gage the preliminary recommendations, prioritize data needs in the region, and receive feedback from a wider audience that included private and public utilities, government entities, consultants, and non-profits.  There were 28 respondents to the survey.  The electric IOUs and public utilities that responded represent 75% of all electricity sales in 2008.

At the December 5th meeting, the workgroup reviewed the results of the survey.  Attached is an excel spreadsheet that includes the survey questions and answers (with the names and organizations removed).  Notable results are shown below.
Survey Results:  NEETWG1Survey_Appendix.xls
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* Note:  Five respondents rely on the RTF (somewhat, heavily) but do not support with funding
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* 8 utilities (#IOUs and BPA) fund both, in addition to own internal efforts; Estimated in combination about $5 – 700,000 per year or more; Also asked about GRI (Gas Research Institute.)
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* Cost Concerns- All proposals require incremental funding for activities which are not currently being undertaken or occur sporadically and non-systematically. Governance is needed to insure costs will bring additional benefits at a reasonable cost. There will be bias towards “actionable” data; Relevance- Regional data must be relevant to needs of local level implementation

Appendix G: Participants
	Name
	Organization & Title

	Massoud Jourabchi -- Chair
	Northwest Power and Conservation Council

Economic Analysis Manager

	Mary Smith -- Chair
	Snohomish PUD

	John Kaufmann -- Chair
	Oregon Department of Energy

Conservation Division

Senior Policy Analyst

	Gillian Charles
	Northwest Power and Conservation Council

	David Robison
	Stellar Processes

	Lou Moore
	Montana DEQ

Director of Energy and Pollution Prevention

	Richard Beam
	Providence Health and Services

Director of Energy Management Services

	Bill Hopkins
	Puget Sound Energy

	Glenn Atwood
	Seattle City Light

Planning, Research and Evaluation Manager

	Jeff Harris
	NEEA

Senior Manager for Planning

	Rick Weijo 
	PGE

Manager, Customer Research & Analysis

	Lauren Gage
	BPA

Public Utility Specialist

	Phil Degens
	Energy Trust of Oregon

Director of Evaluation

	Bill Drummond
	Western Montana Generation and Transmission Cooperative

Manager

	Dan Elliott
	Oregon Housing and Community Services

	Joe Downs
	Tacoma Public Utilities

Account Executive

	Mike Darrington
	Idaho Power Company

Energy Efficiency Evaluator

	Jennifer Williamson
	Ecos Consulting

	Chad Gilless
	Ecos Consulting

	Jon Powell
	Avista

Partnership Solutions Manager

	Pamela Lesh
	PGE/NRDC

	Ken Keating
	

	Karen Meadows
	BPA

	Jim White
	Chelan County Public Utility District

	Graham Parker 



	Pacific Northwest National Laboratory -- Senior Staff Engineer, Energy and Environment Directorate, Technology Planning and Deployment 

	Jim Abrahamson



	Community Action Partnership of Oregon

Oregon Energy Partnership Coordinator

	Mike Porter
	McKinstry

	Brian Hedman

	The Cadmus Group Energy Services Division, formerly Quantec LLC.
Principal

	David Tooze 

	City of Portland's Office of Sustainable Development 
Senior Energy Specialist

	Tom O'Connor
	Oregon Municipal Electric Utilities Association

	Eugene Rosolie
	PNGC Power

	Martin Shain


	BacGen Process Technologies

BacGen Solar Group

Polaris Renewable Energy

President

	Tom Eckhart

	UCONS, LLC

CEO

	Mark Gosvener
	UCONS, LLC

	Jason Ping
	Pacific Lamp Wholesale

Sustainable Building Advisor

	Todd Currier


	Washington State University Energy Program

	Tim Kensok
	AirAdvice, Inc.

Vice President of Market Development

	Nancy Goddard
	PacifiCorp

	Sharon Noell
	PGE

	Ken Miller


	Snake River Alliance 

Clean Energy Program Director

	Kimberle Rollins
	Oregon Coast Community Action

	Bo Downen
	Public Power Council

Policy Analyst

	Steve Lindstrom


	Pacific Power

Customer Support Services



	Chuck Eberdt


	The Energy Project

Opportunity Council

	Dulane Moran 


	Research Into Action 

Senior Project Analyst

	Matthew M Walker
	Siemens Building Technologies
Performance Contracting Energy Sales

	Ken Tiedemann
	BC Hydro

Power Smart

	Jennifer Memhard
	Formerly of Intel

	Bill Koran
	Quantum Energy Services and Technologies

Senior Engineer

	Guy Nelson
	Utility Geothermal Working Group

	Bettina Arrigoni
	Global Energy Partners

Senior Associate

	Joshua Binus
	Bonneville Power Administration

Energy Efficiency, Program Analyst

	Bill Dickens
	Tacoma Power

Senior Utilities Economist


� EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s ���











� Some might suggest that the eebestpractices website would be a good source of evaluation data, but it really focuses on programs, and while good evaluation is a “best practice” criterion, the evaluation information is quite limited � HYPERLINK "http://www.eebestpractices.com" ��www.eebestpractices.com�.
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Sheet_1


			RespondentID			StartDate			EndDate			IP Address			Email Address			First Name			LastName			Custom Data			Please provide the following:									What type of organization do you represent?																								What is your major job function in the organization? (Mark all that apply.)															Where does your organization obtain customer-building characteristics and energy consumption data?			How often does your organization obtain building characteristics data?			How often does your organization obtain energy consumption data?			What is your current annual budget dedicated to collecting and maintaining building characteristic data?												How heavily do you rely on market characteristics data available through NEEA?			Is NEEA your major source of information on market characteristics?									Do you also develop market characteristics data in-house?									Do you hire contractors to obtain market characteristics data?									If you hire contractors, can you name the main contractors you use for this type of work?			What is your average annual budget for market characteristics data (not including NEEA contributions)?												Annually, how much do you spend on conservation program design (including staff, consultants, etc.), not including the data collection costs (building characteristics, consumption and market data) noted above?												Annually, how much do you spend for conservation program implementation, including program marketing costs?															Annually, how much do you spend on conservation program evaluation?															Where do you obtain information on new emerging technologies?			How heavily do you rely on the RTF to supply this information?			Do you currently support the RTF with funding?						Do you currently support the RTF with volunteer staff?						Are you a member of ESource?									Are you a member of EPRI?									Are you a member of GRI?									Do you use end-use load profiles to develop conservation or load forecast?									What is your budget for developing hourly end-use load profiles?												How do you track changes in your customers' energy consumption behavior?			If you track consumer behavior, what is your approximate annual budget dedicated to this task?												Do you conduct customer panel data research?									An entity with dedicated funds, that planned and coordinated data acquisition for the region would reduce my organization's overall cost of data collection efforts. (Choose one.)																		An entity with dedicated funds, that planned and coordinated data acquisition for the region would improve the quality of data that my organization has access to. (Choose one.)																		An entity with dedicated funds, that planned and coordinated data acquisition for the region would improve applicability of data to different sub-regions by coordinating survey design. (Choose one.)																		There is value in coordinating research because data sets from different time frames and utilities or states can be aggregated to the regional level and can be compared across utilities, states, and regions. (Choose one.)																		(Indicate all that apply.)  A regional information clearinghouse could be most useful to me if it provided:																																	A regional clearinghouse can eliminate the need for organizations throughout the region to independently fund, develop and/or track the same data on building and market characteristics, emerging technologies, technology cost and savings. (Choose one.)																		What are your top five priorities for information and data to accelerate your conservation acquisition?


																											Name:			Job title:			Organizational affiliation:			Electric Utility			Gas Utility			Electric and Gas Utility			Government Agency			University			Manufacturing/Service Industry			Consulting			Other (please specify)			Forecasting			Conservation Planning			Conservation Implementation			Conservation Evaluation			Other (please specify)			Open-Ended Response			Open-Ended Response			Open-Ended Response			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			Open-Ended Response			Yes			No			Other (please specify)			Yes			No			Comment:			Yes			No			Comment:			Open-Ended Response			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $150,000			$150,000 - $500,000			$500,000 - $1,000,000			Specify amount if more than $1,000,000:			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			Also, please indicate the percentage of your conservation budget spent on program evaluation:			Open-Ended Response			Open-Ended Response			Yes			No			Yes			No			Yes			No			If yes, enter the approx. annual cost:			Yes			No			If yes, enter the approx. annual cost:			Yes			No			If yes, enter the approx. annual cost:			Yes			No			Comment:			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			Open-Ended Response			$0 - $50,000			$50,000 - $100,000			$100,000 - $200,000			$200,000 or more			Yes			No			Comments:			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree Nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			Comments:			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree Nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			Other (please specify)			Strongly Agree			Agree			neither Agree Nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			Other (please specify)			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree Nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			Comments:			Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach			Current regional/state/utility economic forecast			Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)			Current fuel price forecasts			Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats			Other (please specify):			Strongly Agree			Agree			Neither Agree Nor Disagree			Disagree			Strongly Disagree			Comments:			1			2			3			4			5


			679187478			11/1/08 16:04			11/1/08 16:18			75.151.120.34															Tom Eckhart			CEO			UCONS LLC																					Consulting						Forecasting			Conservation Planning			Conservation Implementation			Conservation Evaluation						From involvement with utilities and participation in NAESCO			annually			quarterly			$0 - $50,000												somewhat						No						Yes												No									$0 - $50,000															$50,000 - $100,000																		$500,000 - $1,000,000						$0 - $50,000															NAESCO and participation in other trade associations			quite a bit						No			Yes									No									No									No						Yes									$0 - $50,000												billing history evaluation			$0 - $50,000												Yes															Neither Agree Nor Disagree																		Neither Agree Nor Disagree																		neither Agree Nor Disagree																		Neither Agree Nor Disagree															Current regional/state/utility economic forecast									Reports and databases from past studies						Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes															Neither Agree Nor Disagree												current data from the end-user			market barriers impacting program delivery			market barriers impacting program funding			regional economic factors requiring construction of supply resources			regulatory and legislative attitudes toward energy efficiency


			675290591			10/27/08 18:36			10/27/08 20:40			198.90.11.25															James White			Senior Energy Services Engineer			Chelan County Public Utility District			Electric Utility																											Conservation Planning			Conservation Implementation			Conservation Evaluation						One-on-one direct correspondence with our customers and through our billing system.  We have also used county tax assessor data.			As needed, approximately 250 customer's builidng information has been entered into our customer information database.			Monthly for each customer through our billing system.			$0 - $50,000												We do not rely on NEEA data.						No						Yes												No									$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000																					$500,000 - $1,000,000						$0 - $50,000															Trade journals, professional organizations, word of mouth, email, and internet searches.			We do not rely on RTF except for selected residential measures.						No			Yes									No									No									No						Yes									$0 - $50,000															$0 - $50,000															No												Neither Agree Nor Disagree																		Neither Agree Nor Disagree																		neither Agree Nor Disagree												Strongly Agree																		Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach												Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats												Neither Agree Nor Disagree												Metering and verification of actual savings of installed projects.			Getting steady source of funding


			675179971			10/27/08 18:24			10/27/08 18:39			159.121.113.162															John Kaufmann			Policy Analyst			Oregon Dept. of Energy												Government Agency																		Conservation Planning												USEIA, Oregon Public Utility Commission, NEEA			When NEEA or the feds update their data.						$0 - $50,000												Main source for the Northwest			Yes												No									No									$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000																								More than $1,000,000			$0 - $50,000															NEEA, RTF, internet			reasonably heavily			Yes									No						No									No									No									No						$0 - $50,000															$0 - $50,000															No												Neither Agree Nor Disagree									We don't spend much, so we wouldn't save much. But it would enhance our decision making capabilities.															Strongly Disagree									Agree															Strongly Agree																											Current fuel price forecasts			Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits						Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats						Strongly Agree																		state and regional energy consumption data, by sector			market characteristics			building characteristics			energy use and carbon savings for current and emergin efficiency and renewable energy technologies			cost data for for emerging technologies


			674158420			10/24/08 22:38			10/24/08 22:45			192.35.193.55															Graham Parker			Senior Staff Engineer			PNNL												Government Agency																											RD&D			Public-data bases such as CBECS and RECS with a bit of ELCAP thrown into the mix.			Monthly			Monthly									$100,000 - $200,000						Seldom since we are focused primarily on nationwide data.						No			See above.						No									No			We sometimes purchase this data from vendors.									$50,000 - $100,000									$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000															$0 - $50,000															ESource, DOE, WSU, CEC/PIER, Web sites, ACEEE, ASE, NRC Canada, RTF			One of MANY sources as you noted above.						No						No						No									No									No						Yes									$0 - $50,000																														No						Strongly Agree																		Strongly Agree																					Agree																		Agree																		Current regional/state/utility economic forecast			Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)									On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits						Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats			The last item checked is of VERY high value to us.						Agree


			673453496			10/23/08 23:00			10/23/08 23:24			67.169.156.135															S.Yoshida			Associate			Global Energy Partners																					Consulting									Conservation Planning						Conservation Evaluation						Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, government agencies, publicly available reports, utilities			Frequently			Frequently															Heavily, especially for projects in the Northwest.						No			Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, government agencies, publicly available reports, utilities			Yes						Depends on the project requirements.						No																																																															EPRI, LBNL, Oak Ridge National Lab																																													Yes																																																Agree															Strongly Agree																		Strongly Agree																		Strongly Agree																		Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach			Current regional/state/utility economic forecast			Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)			Current fuel price forecasts			Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats						Strongly Agree																		estimate energy use			equipment saturations			end use load shapes for residential and commercial sectors			commercial buildings/energy usage			industrial sector energy usage


			673073801			10/23/08 14:41			10/23/08 14:59			147.79.224.238															Rick Weijo			Manager, Customer Research & Analysis			Portland General Electric			Electric Utility																																				Customer and Load research			Periodic RASS surveys conducted by utility			Comprehensive study about every 5 or 6 years.			Annual			$0 - $50,000												Somewhat			Yes									Yes						Specific to selected projects - solar.						No									$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000															$50,000 - $150,000												$0 - $50,000															ESOURCE			Limited use.						No						No			Yes						$50,000-$70,000			Yes						Don't know						No									No						$0 - $50,000												Yes			$0 - $50,000												Yes															Neither Agree Nor Disagree									We do so little now, I am not sure we would reduce this.  Would definitely like having more information available.			Strongly Agree																					Agree															Strongly Agree																		Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach						Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)						Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats									Agree															Commercial RASS			Residential RASS			Large industrial equipment studies			Selective end-use load data - particularly for plug-in hybrid, plasma TVs + others			Adoption rates for new technology (i.e., plug-in hybrids, etc)


			672739120			10/22/08 21:47			10/22/08 22:39			198.181.18.115															Jon Powell			DSM Analytical Manager			Avista Utilities									Electric and Gas Utility																					Conservation Planning												Primarily from in-person energy audit information.  Secondary sources include from our on-line residential audit tool and account executive knowledge of buildings.  We have not done an end-use or building characteristic survey for many years.			As mentioned above, we (unfortunately) don't have any comprehensive gathering of this data.			We can use our billing system to obtain data on a monthly basis.  However, our billing system has limited capabilities for disaggregating that usage into anything beyond jurisdiction, zip+4, rate schedule and the like.  We have spotty and flawed SIC infor			$0 - $50,000												Moderately.  Where the data is available and is suitable to our use we do use it.  We have found it to be reliable data and useful for business planning, extrapolation of energy savings to markets and the like.  However, most of the time the data we need						No			Generally we use internal estimates based upon expert opinion and limited audit data.  This isn't necessarily very representative of the market, but it may be rather representative of the market that we are prone to penetrating with a program.  This is an						No									No						N.A.			$0 - $50,000															$50,000 - $100,000																		$500,000 - $1,000,000			Our 2009 electric DSM budget is $18 million, our WA/ID natural gas DSM budget is $5 million.  We've budgeted 79% of this for incentives.			$0 - $50,000												Our M&E budget is very closely tied to our implementation process.  Only on rare occasion do we separate this within the budget.  In other words, we don't make the distinction between pre- or post-project end-use metering (etc) for purposes of auditing th			From a variety of sources best described as "continuing education", e.g. conferences, utility contacts, trade allies, print and web media etc.			The value of the RTF to us is as a reliable and referencable source of market data and engineering calculations.  If there is a deemed savings value used by the RTF it becomes the default for our own calculation (unless there is reason to deviate we use t			Yes									No			Yes									Yes						About $50k						No			We have NOT budgeted DSM dollars for this in 2009 ... which is not to say that Avista won't work with GRI in some capacity over the course of the year.			Yes						We have obtained about 20 end-use load profiles from a consulting source.  We augment that with engineering calculations more specific to our needs when possible.  We are now applying an avoided cost that is 8760x40 years with an additional "naked capacit			$0 - $50,000												Use per customer, EUI's (where we have sufficient building information to support them).  What we lack in hard analytical data we make up for through our close contact with the customer through account executives and DSM engineering staff.			$0 - $50,000												Yes						Focus groups are occasionally funded by DSM as necessary and depending on our value for that information.			Strongly Agree															Given the overlap and economies of scale, regional acquisition of this data would be a much more cost-effective approach.  On a stand-alone utility basis (especially given the throughput-related nature of our DSM programs) it isn't worthwhile to make larg			Strongly Agree																		Strongly Agree																		Strongly Agree																														Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits									My biggest needs are (not in any particular order); end-use load profiles, quality incremental customer costs and energy savings specific to my region and measure applications for generic (non site-specific) measures, along with other measure characterist			Strongly Agree																		Incremental customer costs			Energy savings			End-use load profiles			Non-energy benefits			Measure life


			671281588			10/20/08 19:20			10/20/08 20:38			66.235.70.2															Mary Smith			Sr. Manager Energy Efficiency			Snohomish Co. PUR			Electric Utility																											Conservation Planning			Conservation Implementation			Conservation Evaluation						Building Characteristics:  Periodic end-use surveys,  Regional surveys (NEEA)  Electric energy consumption:  Utility's billing system  Gas energy consumption:  directly from customers involved with a specific energy efficiency project.   Gas data is not s						Electric utility billing frequency is monthly;  bi-monthly for most residential.															NEEA data has been limited; partly because the  size, scale and scope of the projects undertaken.  Where it is available it is useful for "high-level planning", but less so at the local level.						No						Yes						Much of market characteristics data is captured on ongoing basis when operating programs.  Knowledge of products, availability, trade allies, customer awareness etc.			Yes						Occasionally			EMI						$50,000 - $100,000																		$200,000 or more															Budgeted $16Million for 2008												$200,000 or more			1-2%			Various vendors, trade associations  Peers at conferences and trade shows  CEE  ACEEE, ASE, AESP, etc    E-Source  Tracking best practices at other utilities			Somewhat.   Usually RTF is working to determine savings potential on selected technologies;  not necessarity "new" by the time they reach the RTF. RTF not currently set up to do outreach.			Yes						Yes						Yes						$30,000			Yes						40000						No						Yes												$50,000 - $100,000									Billing history			$0 - $50,000												Yes						Have facilities to conduct focus groups on site at the PUD.						Agree																		Agree																		Agree																		Agree												Possibly.     This may also be of value in looking at trends.			Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach			Current regional/state/utility economic forecast						Current fuel price forecasts			Reports and databases from past studies												Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats			Load forecasts at regional or even state level not particularly valuable to local utility.  More likely that forecast is built up from local level, rather than "dis-aggregated" from a regional level.    Baselines, costs, savings....likely to vary througho									Neither Agree Nor Disagree									While a regional clearinghouse could reduce the need, individual utilities will continue to need to track and monitor informaiton at the local level.       Emphasis for the data sharing needs to be on implementation details more so than on planning, forec			Streamlined, prescriptive or "deemed" savings, with quality evaluation to monitor performance of funded measures, in situ, over time			Installed cost data			Market segment data on types and levels of incentives needed			Program designs to reduce costs, improve effectiveness, increase participation, etc.			Training, qualification, certification and other credentials for contractors, consultants, builders and other trade allies.


			671279652			10/20/08 20:20			10/20/08 20:35			66.193.132.3															Eugene Rosolie						PNGC Power			Electric Utility																								Forecasting			Conservation Planning			Conservation Implementation									Form 7 and customer surveys			in the past every 7 years or so.			Annually			$0 - $50,000												Don't						No									No									No									$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000															$0 - $50,000															RTF, NEEA, research, word of mouth			somewhat						No			Yes									No									No			Member of Cooperative Research Network						No						Yes									$0 - $50,000												Don't			$0 - $50,000												Yes															Neither Agree Nor Disagree									Because of the rural and unique nature of loads generally regional data is not helpful.						Agree																					neither Agree Nor Disagree									remains to seen												Disagree									Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach												Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats									Agree															detailed end use


			671206619			10/20/08 18:51			10/20/08 19:03			206.72.98.34															Massoud Jourabchi			Manager Economic Analysis			Northwest Power and Conservation Council																								Regional planning organization			Forecasting			Conservation Planning												We obtain data from regional and national surveys			every 5 yrs			every year			$0 - $50,000												We use NEEA data on market characteristics when possible.			Yes						we also use other utility market characteristics information						No						Yes									Ecotop,  Quantec....			$0 - $50,000												$0 - $50,000																								we do not implement.						$50,000 - $100,000												RTF and national labs....			not heavily.			Yes						Yes						Yes						do not know.			Yes						do not know.						No						Yes									$0 - $50,000												National surveys.   etc......			$0 - $50,000															No									Agree															Strongly Agree																					Agree																		Agree															Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach			Current regional/state/utility economic forecast			Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)			Current fuel price forecasts			Reports and databases from past studies			On-going baselines that are found in the market			Incremental costs as they change			Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits			Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes			Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats						Strongly Agree																		Enduse load shapes			Enduse EUI			Nursing home load shapes			Irrigation load			Industrial sector consumption by NAICS


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Survey forms, data definition, methodology approach


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Current regional/state/utility economic forecast


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Current regional/state/utility load forecasts (electric/gas)


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Current fuel price forecasts


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Reports and databases from past studies


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									On-going baselines that are found in the market


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Incremental costs as they change


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Savings estimates for energy and non-energy benefits


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Lessons learned from program delivery problems and successes


																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																																									Data and reports need to be made available via the web and other electronic formats











