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Revised 2008 Budget Summary


Changes between Final and Revised 2008 Budget:
• Total resources increased $13.4 million
• Total expenses increased  $11.3 million


– Electric efficiency  +$11.2 million 


– Gas efficiency +$   .1 million


– Renewable programs  -$    .1 million


• Electric savings increased +7.9 aMW best case
• Annual therm savings increased 97,000 best case
• No change in generation
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Supplemental Funding Activity Themes for 
2008-2009


• Dive deeper into existing markets to glean 
more savings


• Greater emphasis on existing small businesses 
and new commercial construction


• Add near low-income residential and 
introduce new residential technologies


• Secure more savings from small industrial 
customers


• Expand refrigerator turn-in and replacement 
pilots


• Expand Corvallis Community Energy 
Challenge activities


• Pursue zero net energy residential and 
commercial building design


• Explore time of sale upgrades


Spending by Program over time


852,343948,966924,541895,759
NEEA Industrial


1,392,4761,581,7581,611,7021,425,119
NEEA 
Commercial


$ 83,385,505$ 73,995,339$ 46,149,853$ 42,255,392Total


18,232,35316,078,34911,341,28414,178,891
Production 
Efficiency


11,673,2619,667,7994,932,0954,146,144New Buildings


15,853,65011,873,6935,331,2986,884,216Existing Buildings


912,4311,029,0891,195,3161,219,836NEEA Residential


17,005,02115,217,6659,512,9287,697,591
New Homes and 
Products


$ 17,463,970$ 17,598,020$ 11,300,689$ 8,807,836Existing Homes


Revised 2009
Projection


Revised 2008 
Budget


2007 
Actual


2006 Actual
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EE Electric Spending by Sector
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Changes in Resources-Revised 2008 Budget


$  3,183,125Additional 2007 carryover above forecast


(    720,044)Reductions in 2008 SB1149 funding forecasts


Dollar ValueDescription of Resources


$13,393,272Total Resource Change from Approved Budget


(    530,682)Interest income adjustment


6,449,128Supplemental Funding from PacifiCorp


5,011,745Supplemental Funding from PGE


Changes in Expenses and Savings-Revised 
2008 Budget


97,1047.86$11,261,170Total Expense Change from Approved Budget


-.01-.001Change in Levelized Cost


Industrial


Commercial


Residential


1.922,533,767Production Efficiency


--(     52,814)Renewable Energy


(.11)(     97,510)NEEA Industrial


(.02)(    131,333)NEEA Commercial


--651,371New Buildings


.791,628,576Existing Buildings


(.46)(       85,421)NEEA Residential


(40,854)4.403,385,130New Homes and Products


137,9581.35$  3,429,404Existing Homes


Energy Efficiency


Ann ThermsaMWDollar ValueChanges in Spending
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2008 EE Revised Budget (in Millions)


------Avista


$12.0$ 64.6$ 52.6Total


--.9.9Cascade


--8.58.5NW Natural


6.823.216.4Pacific Power


$ 5.2$ 32.0$ 26.8PGE


ChangeRevisedApprovedRevenues


--.1.1Avista


$ 11.3$ 74.0$ 62.7Total


--1.21.2Cascade


.111.111.0NW Natural


6.923.016.1Pacific Power


$ 4.3$ 38.6$ 34.3PGE


ChangeRevisedApprovedExpenses
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Revised 2009 Projection Summary


Changes between Final and Revised 2009 Projection:
• Total resources increased $27.0 million
• Total expenses increased  $22.9 million


– Electric efficiency  +$23.0 million 


– Gas efficiency +$   .1 million


– Renewable programs  -$    .2 million


• Electric savings increased +13.6 aMW best case
• Annual therm savings increased 375,000
• No change in generation
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Changes in Resources-Revised 2009 Projection


$  3,731,913Additional 2008 carryover above forecast


684,906Increase in SB1149 funding forecasts


Dollar ValueDescription of Resources


$27,003,750Total Resource Change from Approved Budget


(    483,317)Interest income adjustment


8,070,250Supplemental Funding from PacifiCorp


14,999,998Supplemental Funding from PGE


Changes in Expenses and Savings-Revised 
2009 Projection


375,07613.6$22,956,552Total Expense Change from Approved Budget


.036.002Change in Levelized Cost


Industrial


Commercial


Residential


2.124,776,158Production Efficiency


--176,859)Renewable Energy


.11(     9,085)NEEA Industrial


--1,407,318NEEA Commercial


53,307.551,882,345New Buildings


262,8084.148,328,935Existing Buildings


--(       9,726)NEEA Residential


4.384,841,550New Homes and Products


58,9712.25$  3,338,076Existing Homes


Energy Efficiency


Ann ThermsaMWDollar ValueChanges in Spending
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2009 EE Revised Budget (in Millions)


-.10.1Avista


$ 23.5$ 78.3$ 54.8Total


--1.61.6Cascade


--8.68.6NW Natural


8.425.316.9Pacific Power


$ 15.2$ 42.8$ 27.6PGE


ChangeRevisedApprovedRevenues


-.10.1Avista


$ 23.0$ 83.3$ 60.3Total


--1.71.7Cascade


.112.412.3NW Natural


9.024.915.9Pacific Power


$ 14.0$ 44.3$ 30.3PGE


ChangeRevisedApprovedExpenses
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Thank you!


1-866-ENTRUST


www.energytrust.org
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Overview


•
 


2009 RFP process for New Buildings program is 
coming up


•
 


Historically major renovations have been addressed 
by New Buildings program


•
 


Is New Buildings program the appropriate program 
to address major renovations?


•
 


Questions arise about how to discern retrofit vs. 
replacement measures







3


Issues


•
 


Confusion about which projects go where
•


 
Different market channels 


–


 
Trade ally outreach –


 
mostly EB, growing NB and PE 


–


 
Program Delivery Contractors -


 
PE only


–


 
Architect or engineering teams –mostly NB, some EB


•
 


Baseline differences


–


 
Major renovations vs. retrofits (code vs. existing equipment)


–


 
Retrofit vs. replacement (existing equipment vs. code)


•


 
What criteria should be used to determine project track
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Staff Recommendation


Beginning in July:
•


 
Existing Buildings will continue to address retrofits


•


 
New Buildings will continue to address major renovations and 
new construction


•


 
Production Efficiency program will serve as lead for all existing 
industrial facilities 
–


 


PE will serve all buildings with production processes


–


 


EB and NB will serve other buildings on industrial campuses


•


 
New Buildings will work as the lead for NEW industrial 
construction projects 
–


 


PE will provide incremental process and production equipment support 
including HVAC and lighting related to process or products, not for human 
comfort. (No change from current coordinated program approach other 
than assigning NB as lead)
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Staff Recommendation (cont’d)


•


 
Retrofit, replacement, and major renovation incentive offers 
will all be aligned (baseline will vary depending on project):


–


 


Lighting: 30% of total project cost capped at $0.15/kWh


–


 


Mechanical: 35% of total project cost capped at  $0.20/kWh and 
$1/Therm


–


 


All projects with a simple payback longer than 12 months will be


 eligible for incentives


•


 
Should remedy divergent incentive quotes for the same 
project categorized as retrofit vs. major renovation
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Commercial Sector Project Sorting


•


 
Existing Buildings will continue to address retrofits and 
replacements


–


 


Baseline for incentive calculation


•


 


Retrofit: existing equipment


•


 


Replacement at end of useful life: common practice or code


•


 


If equipment is going to be rebuilt then it is considered a replacement


•


 
New Buildings will continue to address major renovations


–


 


Baseline for incentive calculation: OR Non-residential Energy Code
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Replace the Following Commercial 
Project Sorting Rules
•


 
Two or more systems rule


•


 
Project chasing


•


 
Change of occupancy







Two Possible Commercial Project Sorting 
Scenarios
Scenario 1


Scenario 2


Rule Retrofit/Replacement
(Existing Buildings)


Major Renovation
(New Buildings)


Change of use and >50% 
of electrical and 
mechanical system 
replacement


No Yes


Rule Baseline for incentives:
Existing Equipment


Baseline for incentives: 
Code, ASHRAE 
guidelines, or common 
practice


Change of use No Yes


Does existing equipment 
meet occupant’s 
operational 
requirements


Yes No
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Production Efficiency manages  all industrial 
buildings and campuses


•
 


Production Efficiency program incentives serve all 
retrofits and major renovations in buildings that 
contain industrial processes


•
 


Will function to build Energy Trust relationships with 
industrial facilities through PDC model


•
 


Helps Energy Trust to better apply public purpose 
funds collected from industrial sector to industrial 
projects


–


 
Coincides with Energy Trust obligation to manage 838 
funds according to contributing sector







Production Efficiency manages  all industrial 
buildings and campuses (cont’d)


•


 
Rules for determining baseline to calculate incentives in 
existing industrial facilities


Rule Baseline for incentives:
Existing Equipment


Baseline for incentives: 
Code, ASHRAE 
guidelines, or common 
practice


Change of use No Yes


Does existing equipment 
meet occupant’s 
operational 
requirements


Yes No


Is existing equipment 
being rebuilt


No Yes
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PE Program Addresses Major 
Renovations on Production Floor (cont’d)


•
 


A Production Efficiency program liaison will:


–


 
Be the first point of contact for all projects with an 
industrial component


–


 
Provide Trade Ally support including project reviews and 
Energy Trust representation on-site as necessary


–


 
Coordinate with Existing Buildings and New Buildings 
programs to provide retrofits and major renovations in 
non-production spaces (e.g. office space)
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Poking Holes 


•


 
Discuss Pros and Cons of Commercial Project Sorting 
(Slide 8)


•


 
PE-


 
(Slide 10)


–


 
Change of use


–


 
Does existing equipment meet occupant’s 
operational requirements


•


 
Any others?
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Question 


•
 


Should Energy Trust efficiency programs fund 
projects that use renewable biofuels to 
supplant the thermal load supplied by natural 
gas or electricity?


•
 


Biofuel
 


can be broadly defined as solid, liquid, 
or gas fuel consisting of, or derived from 
biomass (living and recently dead biological 
material that can be used as fuel or for space 
heat, water heat, and industrial production) 
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Context


•
 


OPUC definition for conservation:
–


 
Conservation means any reduction in electric power or 
natural gas as a result of efficiency of energy use, 
production, or distribution and includes cost-effective fuel 
conversion


•
 


Solar thermal precedent 
–


 
Programs currently provide efficiency funding for solar 
thermal projects that reduce electric and natural gas 
consumption


•
 


Why not extend this policy to other renewable 
sources of energy that can reduce natural gas and 
electric consumption?  
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Background


•
 


Meeting discussions in Nov.  Jan. and Feb.
•


 
Main issues
–


 
Fuel neutrality: no converting systems to a 
competing utility’s energy source


–
 


Biofuel projects should not contribute to utility peak
–


 
Emissions concerns 


–
 


Social, economic and ecosystem impacts


–
 


Public purpose
 


funding contribution
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Where We Were


•
 


BioPower CHP should  be explored before thermal-
 only consideration.


•
 


Project sites should be required to contribute to public 
purpose funding after


 
project is completed


•
 


For projects that will continue to use fossil fuel as 
backup or percentage of fuel mix, ET should have 
assurance that the incentive investment is realized 
through a verification incentive provision in contract.  


–


 
ET should require proof of biofuel supply though incentive 
payback term


•
 


Requires all emission regulatory permits in place (DEQ) 
per BioPower program requirements
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What We Heard 


General support from most council members with caveats:


•


 
Limit incentive offerings to commercial and industrial sectors


•


 
Concerns about promoting the use of renewable fuel sources 
that would be diverted from food crops


•


 
The proposed multitude of provisions will dissuade participation


•


 
Concerns about draining limited efficiency dollars for fuel 
conversion projects that are not necessarily energy efficient


•


 
Limited incentive offering based on incremental equipment 
upgrade will result in anemic incentive opposed to project cost


•


 
Consider offering as a pilot with a limited number of projects to 
define future standard offer and project eligibility conditions







Project Analysis
•


 
Scenario #1   Retrofit existing Gas Boiler with Biomass Boiler  
-


 
annual savings of 75,825 therms.                               


-


 
incentive of $1/therm = $75,825.


•


 
The Utility B/C ratio is 12.0, and the Societal B/C ratio is 1.01


•


 
Scenario #2   New or End of Life of Existing Gas Boiler replaced


 
with 


Biomass Boiler
-


 
annual savings of 75,825 therms.                               


-


 
incentive of $0.8/therm = $60,660.


•


 
The Utility B/C ratio is 15.0, and the Societal B/C ratio is 2.0


Measure 
Lifetime 


(Maximum   70 
yrs)


Annual 
Electricity 
Savings 
(kWh)


Annual 
Natural Gas 


Savings 
(therms)


Total 
Incremental 


Cost of 
Measure


Annual Non-
Energy 


Benefits $  
(if any)


Total 
Potential 


Incentive If 
Measure is 


Cost-
effective


NPV of Non 
Energy 


Benefits


Utility 
System PV 
of Benefits


Societal PV 
of Benefits


Combined 
Utility 


System BCR


Combined 
Societal 


BCR


30 0 75,825 $900,000 $75,825 $911,177 $911,177 12.0 1.012


Measure 
Lifetime 


(Maximum   70 
yrs)


Annual 
Electricity 
Savings 
(kWh)


Annual 
Natural Gas 


Savings 
(therms)


Total 
Incremental 


Cost of 
Measure


Annual Non-
Energy 


Benefits $  
(if any)


Total 
Potential 


Incentive If 
Measure is 


Cost-
effective


NPV of Non 
Energy 


Benefits


Utility 
System PV 
of Benefits


Societal PV 
of Benefits


Combined 
Utility 


System BCR


Combined 
Societal 


BCR


30 75,825 $450,000 $60,660 $911,177 $911,177 15.0 2.0
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Where We Are -
 


Staff Conclusions 


•
 


Consistent with solar thermal, thermal biofuel projects 
are high value conservation measures worthy of support


•
 


BioPower CHP should  be explored before thermal-only 
consideration


•
 


Project sites should be required to contribute to public 
purpose funding after


 
project is completed


•
 


Limit projects to commercial and industrial applications


•
 


Participant must agree to initiating site-wide efficiency 
program as a condition to undertaking biofuel project
–


 
Perform analysis of biomass based on loads remaining after any 
efficiency measures with lower cost/unit savings.
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Staff Conclusions  (cont.)


•
 


Allow only renewable waste fuel source projects
•


 
Offer standard program incentives based on deferred 
energy load


•
 


ET should have assurance that the incentive investment 
is realized for projects with fossil fuel as backup 
–


 
ET should require proof of biofuel supply though incentive 
payback term, or


–


 
Provisions for partial recovery of incentives if the plant 
reverts to fossil fuel. 


•
 


Requires all emission regulatory permits (DEQ) per 
BioPower program requirements
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Process for Project Consideration


Participant wants to replace electric or gas fueled system with 
biofuel alternative


•


 


Fuel type -


 


Oil, propane, or other fossil fuel:  we bow out
•


 


Electric or natural gas:


–


 


Perform technical and economic feasibility assessment of existing system 
and high performance biofuel system


•


 


Establish current equipment fuel consumption


•


 


Determine  project cost   (Incremental cost for new and end-of-life systems)


•


 


Perform cost-effectiveness screening using project cost and avoided fossil fuel 
costs as savings


–


 


Offer the standard PE-EB-NB program incentive calculated from the 
avoided fossil fuel costs, providing it passes societal cost effectiveness 


–


 


Claim all of the off-set electric and or gas usage  regardless of B/C 
outcome providing that ET influence resulted in project implementation
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Staff Recommendation


Applicable to Business Energy Solutions programs
•


 
Incorporate conclusions and process for project 
consideration as defined above into programs


•
 


Operate on pilot basis by reactively accepting up 
to 10 projects in 2008 and 2009 
–


 
No active marketing and outreach


•
 


Perform evaluation for measure efficacy
•


 
Report back to CAC results before expanding 
measure in programs
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Meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council 
Wednesday, March 19, 2008  1:30 – 4:00 p.m. 
Energy Trust Megawatt Conference Room 
851 SW 6th Ave. Suite 1200 
Portland, OR 97204 
 
 
AGENDA    
 
1:30 pm Welcome and Introductions  
 


• Approve agenda 
 
1:35 2008 Budget Amendment  (Recommendation) 
 
 
2:15 California - Washington Collaboration Briefing (Information) 
 
 
2:35: Project Track  (Recommendation)  


• New Construction vs. Retrofit Program Track 
• Retrofit vs. Incremental/Replacement Incentives 


 
 
3:15 Biofuel Efficiency Projects  (Recommendation) 
 
 
4:00 Adjourn  
  
 
The next scheduled meeting of the Conservation Advisory Council will be on  
April 16.  
 


   851 SW Sixth Avenue   Portland, OR 97204     1-866-ENTRUST    (503) 546-6862 fax     energytrust.org 
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Disclaimer: ET participation in this activity is still 
hypothetical


•


 


But if it happens it’s a big change.
•


 


We thought it was time to brief you and get your thoughts.


The question:
•


 


Are there opportunities where NW states should coordinate with 
California to radically accelerate efficiency and on-site renewables 
through multiyear, higher risk, higher-bang efforts?


Who asked?
•


 


Oregon and Washington commissioners, after consulting with California 
commissioner, NEEA, and ET.


Status:
•


 


OR/WA commissioners reviewed and suggested revisions.  Proposal 
not yet sent to California.
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Options Selected by Commissioners, ET, and 
NEEA for examination


Zero Net Energy Homes by 2020
•


 
California is already committed to this goal


•


 
Project planning underway in California


•


 
Criticized by many in the technical community as unrealistic.  


Zero Net Energy Commercial Buildings by 2030.
•


 
California has committed and project planning is underway.


Influence Federal appliance standards 
•


 
Through accelerated innovation and sales and state standards.


•


 
There is already looser coordination.


Coordinate work on LED lighting introduction
•


 
National-level coordination is just beginning
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Still Under Consideration


Zero Net Energy Commercial Buildings.
•


 
Coordinated support to the leading designers and 
developers go further.  


•
 


Help the “green wannabees”
 


learn how to 
implement more advanced buildings.  


•
 


Focus on developers and designers who work across 
state boundaries.


•
 


Bring together those things that CA and NW do 
best.
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Still Under Consideration


Appliances and Electronics
•


 
Coordinated systematic process to research 
opportunities, establish baselines, and propose 
program actions.  


•
 


Joint marketing to manufacturers.  
•


 
Lead bloc of states to help leverage coordinated 
national programs through the Consortium for Energy 
Efficiency.  


•
 


Coordinated action on State standards and on getting 
technical people to Federal standard hearings.
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Why Are the Others Lower Priority?


Zero net energy existing homes.
•


 
The volume home development process is resistant to change 
and not well organized for training.  


•


 
It’s not clear whether pushing for zero or near-zero will 
create more “drag”


 
from coordination or “lift”


 
from 


improved effectiveness.
LEDs
•


 
Less formal coordination thru Pacific NW Labs should work 
to some extent.  


•


 
Incremental advantage of more elaborate coordination may 
not be big enough to justify the complications.







7


Who Might Do The Work?


Unclear.  OR/WA could use a “point entity”
 


for 
coordination of our many utilities and state agencies


•
 


NEEA comes to mind, but is 4-state.
•


 
ETO could take the point, but 


–


 
Resources would be required.  This is pure added work


–


 
Unclear what Washington regulators and utilities would 
think of ET in the lead
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Deeper Changes Needed to Make This Work


•


 
Leading toward a world with no, or possibly negative load 
growth.  How to structure regulated profits for utilities?


•


 
How to govern ET and utilities whereby they are asked to 
invest long-term, take higher risks, but are accountable for 
results?


–


 


Annual targets discourages this


–


 


Already a problem for NEEA-


–


 


As investment in long term is greater, problem is more significant.


•


 
How to coordinate without bogging things down?


•


 
How to make coordination both nimble and binding? 


–


 


Will require direction and attention from the top.
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