NEET WORK GROUP #6  
AUGUST 22, 2008 MEETING MINUTES

In attendance:

Kim Crossman (Portland Energy Conservation Inc.)

Darby Collins (BPA)

Dave Ward (Tacoma Power)

Chuck Murray (WA Dept. of Community, Trade, & Economic Development)

Inder Chawla (Elcon Associates)

Pamela Lesh (PGE/Natural Resources Defense Council)

Michael Early, Chair (Industrial Customers of NW Utilities)

Dulane Moran (Research into Action)

Pam Sporborg (BPA)

Sara Patton, Chair (NW Energy Coalition)

Patrick Mazza (Climate Solutions)

Rick Enback (?)
Howard Swartz (NW Power and Conservation Council)

Eugene Rosolie (PNGC Power)

Dale Bickenbach (JA Energy Services/Bickenbach Engineering)

Joshua Binus (BPA)

Brendon McCarthy (PGE)

Sue Syphert (?)
Larry Blaufus (Clark Co. PUD)

Jeff Hammarlund (Portland State University)

Tom O’Connor (Oregon Municipal Electric Utilities Association)

Participating by phone:

Christine Hanhardt [sp?] (?)
Tim Tatum (Idaho Power Company)

Grant Ringel (Puget Sound Energy)

Katherine Rossokha (BCHydro)

Phil Handsaker (OR Coast Community Action)

Bill Drummond (Western Montana Generation & Transmission Coop.)

Kim Drury (NW Energy Coalition)

Jeff Brooks (Idaho Energy Office)

Jeff Harris (NEEA)

1.      
Introductions

2.      
Agenda review

SP:  Overview of agenda.

KC:  Wants to request clarification of goal prior to devising strategies.  Would like it added to agenda.

SP:  Steve Wright, Tom Karier, and Pat Reiten [co-chairs of the NEET Executive Committee] saw a need/opportunity to launch a regional energy efficiency effort modeled after the Northwest Wind Integration Forum of 2006/2007, which released an Action Plan in March 2007.  Ken Cannon was recruited to serve as a facilitator and subsequently spoke to folks around the region to get a grasp of the big questions.  Once he reported his findings to the Executive Committee, they identified folks to serve as chairs and came up with the July 8 workplan.  That is the essential background.  

All kinds of folks had specific suggestions for moving the region to much higher plain of energy efficiency.

DC:  This whole process was devised to be collaborative.  The end goal is to create actionable recommendations for things that can be accomplished right away.

SP:  Collaboration shows in the broad involvement from across the region—geographically, organizationally, user groups, etc.  This is a key element of our effort.

ME:  That’s a fair representation of what we’re doing.

3.     
Reports of the Sub Workgroups on data/policy/information collection progress, gaps, and plans to fill in gaps:

a.      Decoupling Sub Workgroup --------- Michael Early

ME:  Dave Robertson at Portland General Electric has agreed to help with the group.  He sent a request to workgroup members soliciting documents that were relevant to be included in the literature survey.  They are now building a bibliography, breaking it down by state, with a catchall for academic/advocacy pieces, along with some identification of information gaps.  Ex:  Oregon had annual reports of a pilot project; there is also material from NW Natural from ongoing projects.  In addition, they are collecting information on OR SB 1149 and WA I-937.

PS:  Also looking at Puget Sound in the early 1990s.

ME:  For Idaho, we’re looking at material about Idaho Power’s fixed cost adjustment mechanism.  For other states, we’re reviewing material on regulatory matters.  Finally, we’re looking at academic/advocacy pieces that are useful to frame the issue.  These have to be put in context with who the authors are.  We will distribute our findings for comments and suggestions, and then will provide something in writing to help the workgroup move forward with the report.

Dave and I are now looking at what next.  Overall goal:  concerns with load growth, energy efficiency issues, and capturing costs.  Is there a problem with the current regulatory structure to obtain the goal?  

· Concern with load growth 

· Carbon Regulation

· Capturing all conservation at the lowest cost

How do you frame the problem?  Utility revenues are based on sales.  Fixed costs of recovery are dependent on sales.  There appear to be regulatory disincentives for utilities to invest in energy efficiency.  There aren’t adequate incentives for utilities to invest in energy efficiency.  

We will have discussion of different framing of the problem and the differences.  Then, broadly, what are the pros and cons of pursuing each. Then, the subgroup will put forward some recommendations.  Clearly there is the revenue requirement.  Fixed costs.  One solution brought forward in OR is the intention to take the utility out of the process entirely.  WA solution is to mandate.  Finally, there is the stick and carrot to motivate utilities financially.   Lastly, we want to examine the potential for unintended consequences?

That’s the path we’re on.  Is that a framework that the group finds workable?

PM:  Regarding performance based incentives: Any examples in survey?

PL:  There are many.  PGE had an incentive program in the 1990s.  

It’s important to look closely at how we frame the problem because of how it affects our goal.  Don’t get tripped up on the goals of past efforts.  The present and future are providing new challenges.  Want to keep in mind two integrations:  1) What can you accomplish on the premise when you’re in the structure and the things going on in the structure.  That means, we’re dealing with distributed resource, classic conservation, energy efficiency measures, and demand response.  That’s the path CA laid out, and more places are moving that way; 2) The other integration is the physical system and the structures which revolve around and intertwine with that system.  We can’t leave those entities out.

ME:  [Answering PM.]  Yes, we’ll look at performance rate making.  [Answering PL.]  Not sure about PL’s warning against looking backward too much.  There’s much value in looking at how challenges have been faced in the past.

JHamm:  Underscores PL by describing a green space bond issue that was expansive enough to include all of the benefits accrued from the project.

ME:  As a ratepayer, the balance between the cost and the ratepayer matters.  All the other societal beneficiaries need to be taken into consideration, but how do they effect the cost?  I’m not sure how that should be integrated into a report.

ER:  There are different perspectives on cost effectives.  Not sure what folks are talking about in particular.

SP:  We will be looking at this more later in the meeting.  

ME:  Believes each state’s history has important backgrounds to consider.

HS:  Are we looking at natural gas as well.  [Yes from ME].  Is there a problem?  How do we state what it is?  Doesn’t see a problem in electricity.

SP:  Do you feel you’ve gotten a good capturing of data for the first phase?

ME:  Yes.

SP:  Synthesizing it will be the problem.

KR:  Go ahead and send me your notes.  I might be able to add notes from the BC perspective.

b.      Direct Application Renewables ------- Kim Crossman

KC:  Reviews phase one question being pursued: “Assess, if appropriate, the current state of energy efficiency in the region including ongoing research, initiatives, data needs, funding and operational experience. Assess what, if any additional, information is needed to determine further action or decisions. Timeline – Complete no later than Aug. 15, 2008.”
Recently, Oregon appears to be using the term DAR to mean thermal applications only. There is a sense that thermal systems fall through the cracks of most renewable energy incentive structures and so should be covered in conservation programs. Renewable thermal energy is typically not eligible for incentives through RPS or Net Metering. 

Biomass cogeneration systems in institutional, municipal, agricultural and industrial applications are common and still increasing sources of renewable energy. The systems provide both renewable electricity and offset a tremendous amount of steam or hot water, and therefore clearly provide conservation benefits. Most renewable energy incentives do not account for the benefits of this conservation, although it appears that Oregon is trying to through organizational cooperation between EE and RE program administrators at the Energy Trust. 

There has been a problem reaching folks from the subgroup, perhaps because of vacations.  There are problems at the BPA because of cost effectiveness tests are off the table.  We need to do more digging.

Washington made bold statements about five years ago.  It’s an interesting paradigm [see RCW 54.16.280 and RCW 35.92.360]: 

"The legislature finds that energy conservation can take many useful and cost-effective forms, and that the types of conservation projects available to utilities and customers evolve with time as technologies are developed and market conditions change. In some cases, electricity conservation projects are most cost-effective when they reduce the total amount of electricity consumed by an individual customer, and in other cases they can be cost-effective by reducing the amount of electricity a customer needs to purchase from an electric utility.

     The legislature intends to encourage and support a broad array of cost-effective energy conservation by electric utilities and customers alike by clarifying that public utilities may assist in the financing of projects that allow customers to generate their own electricity from renewable resources that do not depend on commercial sources of fuel thereby reducing the amount of electricity a public utility needs to generate or acquire on their customers' behalf." [2002 c 276 § 1.]

ME:   Is that promoting conservation under a more expansive definition than what is considered conservation under I-937?  I-937 uses the Council’s methodology.

HS:  It matters whether it produces or saves energy?

KC:  Did we forget to include utilities in “energy efficiency programs”?  When we talk about low-interest loans that run through programs that touch conservation or renewable energy, we should include merchant renewable power.

There are questions over just what renewable energy is.   Agriculture programs are going to move through various systems.  

ME:  States are promoting renewables.  They are hoping to produce energy.  Is that appropriate as far as the state’s promotion?

KC:  Our group hasn’t met yet, and we have a lot of questions.  Net metering?  RPS picking up projects?  Zero-energy buildings?  Program design and delivery?  Customer side renewables?  Community energy projects?  There are lots of reasons not to have a false separation of renewable and conservation programs.  One other issue:  Staging.  Risk folks doing solar rather than efficiency because of false separation.

Part of the task is to get ready for conversation about what we want to see.  What makes sense?  Integrated program delivery?  Does it make sense? Cost effectiveness?  Best technical solutions for a site?  There are big questions with program delivery.  It’s currently just silly.  Biomass programs are a good example, where they’re broken down into separate pieces.

PM:  Raises topic of co-gen with natural gas.  This is an efficiency measure with huge potential.  Where is that coming up with NEET.

SP:  Good question.  No answer.

KC:  Maybe group 3.

DC:  Don’t know.  I have not heard.

KR:  Good to keep aware of it and to consider it.

SP:  If it’s not being covered by NEET, than it should be.  If Group 3 is not doing it, it should be some place.  The Coalition found over 2K megawatts of cost-effective CHP in the region.  Steve Weiss says there is another CHP study found over 10 K mw of CHP for region, by looking at big and small energy users.
ME:  What about fuel switching?  Is it on our list?

KC:   We’ve talked about it.  

ER:  Fuel switching is being covered by the Council in the next power plan—in regard to cost effectiveness.  Getting back: thermal v. generation.  Is it net metered?  This is a fine line.

KC:  We began to touch on it.  Net metering creates a conundrum.

ER:  In terms of CHP [combined heat and power], there is something in the recent energy act.  Utilities are required to almost take it.  Not sure.

KC:  If we touched it, it would be about merchant loads.

TO:  My recollection of OR net metering:  defined by offsetting customer load and sizing it accordingly, so there’s a disincentive to size larger than load.

SP:  WA I-937 was written with that in mind.  [To HS]  The Council hasn’t included CHP in analyses in the past.

HS:  Not much.  It has always been a step child.

ME:  I-937 deals with it.  The Council will have to deal with it.

KC:  Interesting dynamic.  Biomass co-gen straddles the conservation and renewable world.  It could be an indicator for the question we’re exploring.

SP:  Points out interesting theme that expectations need to be more customer-focused than they have in the past, rather than just the utility point of view.  Effectiveness relies on caring about customers.  Invisibility v. visibility of solar panels is also important.  Solar panels are visibly sexy and help promote greenness.  Both themes run through this issue.  

KC:  Question regarding cost effectiveness.  From who’s perspective?  What are we basing the numbers on?  They need input from the utility half of the group.

GR:  Will have response to her in the first half of next week.

ER:  Never saw request for material.

HS:  Who is on the group from WA?

KC:  Grant Ringel, Tom Currier…don’t have a complete list.

SP:  BPA rep to be designated, Grant Robinson, Tom O’Conner, and Dale Bickenbach.  People can volunteer at any time.  We can solicit from the whole group to fill gaps.

DC:  Let me know about where you have gaps.  As new folks join, I can send them your way.  

KC:  Will hold next question for next phase.
c.      Load Management/Smart Grid -------- Dave Ward

DW:  Looked at goal.  First meeting was held on Aug. 14.  Now planning on meeting via conference call every Thursday.  There has been good dialogue, and the group is in the middle of collecting data.  The group drafted a workplan with 7 steps to work through the process.  The group is currently in the middle of step 2.
Work Process

Step 1 – collect information (reports, programs, policies, legislation, etc) 

Step 2 – organize and share information across workgroup/decide which is smart grid or load management focused or both

Step 3 – decide which information is most useful for group’s scope/which are best practices/determine if there is enough information available for the group to continue

Step 4 – determine objectives and characteristics of smart grid and load management that relate to the scope of this group and how they can advance the efficiency  with which this region uses energy 

Step 5 – review current policies and legislation and identify gaps where they do not support smart grid/load management initiatives that may advance energy efficiency measures.

Step 6 – identify preliminary strategies and draft policies

Step 7 – finalize policy recommendations 

DW:  Trying to stay focused on energy efficiency aspect of smart grid.  Looking to synthesize work for group.  Asks team for comments.  Thinks they are on track.  

PM:  Will be getting involved next week.

JHamm:  Needs to get contact info.

LB:  Sharp electronics is looking to get into energy management.  

SP:  Huge scope.  Be careful to limit yourselves.

DW:  Don’t want to get too caught up on the smart grid.  Plenty of “average intelligence” sources to look at. (For example, hot water tank controller thru pagers or other radio communications).
SP:  Interesting to look at hybrids involvement too.

PM:  Are we including in-grid transmission and distribution infrastructure and reduction of in-line loss as well?
DW:  Yes.  We don’t want to get too caught up in high tech.  

IC:  Line losses are important to review.

TO:  Didn’t understand that you were doing lower tech as well.  Will send info from Milton-Freewater, in Oregon, regarding radio-controlled measures.

DW:  Good.

TO:  Radio also has policy applications.  It has gone up and down in popularity.

JHamm:  Has some material to send as well.  NEEA just finished a five year study that recognized institutional barriers to capturing a 100 mw resource.  Refers to study on website.

SP:  Our particular group has responsibility for regulatory issues.

d.      Program Policies ------------------- Sara Patton

SP:  Cost effectiveness is one of the topics we’re dealing with.  [Issue transferred from WG3]  It is divided that into six elements, with the final one on monitoring and evaluation.

1. Point of application for cost-effectiveness:  

· Measure

· Facility/building/home

· Program

· Portfolio

2. Total resource cost test:  Not applied by every entity in the region.  Not by large public utilities.  Which entities impose this test?  Can it be modified?

3. Carbon adders:  Attempt to forecast carbon regulations in the future and what will count again costs/savings. 

HS:  1,2,3 are all variations of how cost effectiveness is calculated and how changes might lead to greater conservation achievement.  Is that fair?

SP:  Yes.  

HS:  If the Council changed its methodology, than its treatment would have an effect on other folks.

SP:  True.  But things have changed regarding how influential the Council is now.  Utilities not taking money from BPA are no longer affected.  Still, it’s very important.

PS:  The Council’s definition of cost-effectiveness is based on the 1980 law.  It would need to be changed legislatively.

HS:  Council already has carbon adders in its methodology.  This has already been kicked around a lot by the Council.

SP:  Jeff Harris is going to help with this.

JHarris:  Will have some time next week to give this some time.  

SP:  He could use some help.  This has important environmental ramifications that need to be considered.  Customer-based issues are important to look at too.

4. Non-efficiency measures necessary to make efficiency measures effective in low and moderate-income households (patch roof to make attic insulation effective).

5.  Cost recovery for other indirect non-efficiency expenditures:

· Marketing

· Behavior change

· Training and education

· R&D

KC:  Are you considering varieties of delivery, besides utility programs?

SP:  Non-efficiency measures for low-income housing efficiency needs to be addressed.  Will be looking at it.  
6.  Free rider/free driver policies
7. Necessary monitoring and evaluation:  The group is struggling with this one.  Not sure why it was put in the group.  Is there too much or too little?

KC:  Got a comment from Idaho Resources.  Doesn’t trust that energy efficiency can be considered as a resource and used with the state’s integrated resource plan.  Can it be depended upon?

SP:  30 years of experience says yes, it is a legal resource that can be relied on.

SP:  Believes we must do M&V.

ER:  Wants to move M&V to Workgroup 1.

JHarris:  Can support the motion to move M&V to Workgroup 1.  Real question is what level of M&V do you require?  All kinds of issues that potentially inhibit it.

KD:  CA is throwing so much money at energy efficiency and the goals are being set so high that there are worries about consumer fraud because they are moving away from M&V.

8. Proposed new policy issue: interaction between utility incentive programs and more stringent building and appliance energy codes.

Explanation: Currently, utility financial incentives are benchmarked against codes, i.e., they pay the incremental cost of a high efficiency measure compared to minimum code requirement for a chiller or a furnace, etc. When energy codes are revised to be more stringent, the unintended consequence is that there are fewer financial incentives available to consumers to move to more efficient equipment, appliances, etc. Instead, consumers retain old equipment and appliances longer than they would have without a code change.

ER:  Who pays for what?  Are you going to pay, at some point, more for less kw savings?  That’s the way the BPA and Council and RTF programs works.  Windows for example.  When the RFT did cost-effectiveness to move from 35 to 30, there were fewer kwh than going from 45 to 35.  It’s a circular game.

JHarris:  If we want to ask people to replace things, we’re going to be asking folks to change things out prematurely.  Incentives are not the whole picture.  Must be smarter about how we foster change.  If we want to move fast, we’ll need to change the way we look at incentives.

KC:  Agrees with Jeff.  Taps the question about the role of mandates and incentives and voluntary actions to achieve energy efficiency.  The example of the “chiller” is ultimately a marketing failure.  We need to figure out a smooth way to implement a new plan.

KD:  Not necessarily a marketing failure.  It’s a real issue.

JHamm:  2 points:  Did lit review at WSU Extension Service.  Don’t have access to some services, like E-Source and others.  NEET needs access.  It serves a regional cause.

Also, adding to the discussion of cogen and fuel switching:  We need to look at district energy generation (heating and cooling).  Two good examples in Portland are the Sunnyside neighborhood (SE Portland) and Brewery blocks (Pearl District).  Urges that we look at is as well.

DC:  Workgroup 3 is going to possibly take this on.

SP:  Obviously the cost-effectiveness study touches on everything.

[Asks for other comments/suggestions]

DM:  Step back:  Keeps hearing, through program evaluation work:  Core thing about how we handle codes is about who gets credit.  These things really reflect who gets credit.  Who gets paid?  Just a reminder to step back a bit.

ER:  Yes, utilities get credit.  They have targets they have to meet.  

ME:  I care who gets credit.  Folks are trading credits.

PL:  Reminds that we need to look at savings through multiple perspectives.  Don’t miss the big picture to make sure numbers are going down.  It’s not just about what we do, it’s about what happens.  Resource/marketing/policy perspectives are examples.

SP:  [Overview of process of subgroup work remaining.  Reviews options on backside of agenda.]

KC:  Worried about timeframe.  Doesn’t believe it’s workable to forward much in the way of solid recommendations by the Oct. 3 meeting.  Doesn’t have much time as a volunteer.

DC:  The Oct. 3 meeting is a check-in designed to produce the recommendations by the end of the year.

SP:  The Executive Committee wants an idea of the universe…what they are starting to see as recommendations.  

DC:  Time after the October 3rd meeting is to be used to fully vet info.  The Executive Committee will likely make some direction about what issues are kept and discarded as well.  Hope to get material to give the Executive Committee by the week of Sept. 22nd.

SP:  Had some discussion about agenda points 4 to 6, though not much on 5.  Any member that wants to attend the meetings:  all are welcome.

DC:  The October 3 meeting will be in Vancouver, at the Heathman.

DC:  Will send out more info about what we want to give the Executive Committee prior to the week of September 22nd.
SP:  Don’t feel that everything is set in stone from that.

DC:  Workgroup 2 used a quick survey to get responses on R&D.  Just an idea/tool to get some quick and dirty data.

SP:  Feedback from entire workgroup:  Who has emails?

DC:  We have a master list and can share as needed.

ME:  When should I expect to share everything from the subgroup to the whole group?

SP:  Go ahead and email requests for input.  This would be preferable to holding a meeting.  

ME:  Prefers meeting.  

SP:  Should we schedule another meeting?

HS:  Group should whittle things down for the Executive Committee.  

SP:  Will try to write something up to share.

KC:  These topics are not easy to get agreements on.  Longer range question: If we can’t reach consensus in our small group, is that a failure?

SP:  No, I think we should prepare something that explains why decisions are unanimous or contested.  

KR:  Don’t forget to keep in mind the various levels of authority for who is looking at these policy changes.  

SP:  Excellent point.

JHamm:  A menu of options.

SP:  Difference was to identify whether the full group was okay with giving responsibility to subgroups.  Does everything need vetted by the larger group?  That’s what I was trying to pull out with that difference.

ER:  Would like to be informed about what subgroups are doing.  Would like emails, even if might not read all of them.

KC:  The Direct Application Renewables workgroup is moving forward:  Will be convening weekly meetings over the next month.  Will be relying on subgroup members for writing and the production of report as things move forward.

Meeting adjourned 9 minutes early.
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