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851 S.W. SIXTH AVENUE, SUITE 1100

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1348



Response to Comments Received on Recommendations to Bonneville on the C&R Discount

Draft 1/16/01

Background.  Bonneville Power Administration received almost 100 comments in response to the draft version of the Conservation and Renewables Discount program.  Of these comments, 132 specific comments were directed at the Recommendations from the Regional Technical Forum to Bonneville.  Many of these comments were merely requests for clarification, others were substantive, and still others were directed at specific policies.  In order to complete its Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the C&R discount, Bonneville must respond to these comments, including the RTF specific issues, and decide whether to incorporate changes in the C&R discount as a result.  

Bonneville has forwarded the technical comments to the RTF.  In order to meet the timeline required for Bonneville’s ROD, the technical comments have been grouped into three specific areas:

1) Those comments focusing on policy related issues and requiring immediate decisions by Bonneville in order for the ROD to be finished.

2) Those comments of a technical nature that need to be resolved prior to completion of the ROD.

3) Non-critical technical comments that can be acknowledged as needing resolution but not before completion of the ROD.  These issues will be addressed by the RTF over the next several months.

In many cases, commentors repeated a specific idea and these have been grouped together as a single issue.  A description of these issues, a response and a recommendation to Bonneville are included in the following paragraphs.

Policy Issues Needing Action in the Record of Decision:

Issue No. 1:
 Should expenditures for generic market transformation activities (e.g. Energy Star Brand Awareness) or in direct support of a Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance project be eligible for dollar-for-dollar reimbursement the same as a contribution to the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance.  (Comments 1, 5, 68(d))

Response:  The RTF believes that this is a question that is fundamentally a Bonneville question.  From a technical standpoint, as long as the activities are on the eligible list, there should be no problem covering them.  Whether they should be on the dollar for dollar eligibility list is essentially an implementation issue and not a technical one. 

Recommendation:  Bonneville should decide whether they want to allow dollar for dollar reimbursement on eligible market transformation activities outside direct contributions to the Northwest Energy Efficiency Alliance.

Issue No. 2:  The specifications referenced in the RTF’s work become part of the contract between BPA and the customer utility and as such may be subject to strict audit similar to the old receipt and acceptance procedures of previous Bonneville programs.  This creates unintended liability for the utility program operators.  Utilities would like to have flexibility to modify or otherwise change their programs in response to their specific market situation as long as the intent of the specification is maintained.  (Comments 4, 6, 13(d), 16(c) , 45, 66(j)).

Response: Bonneville has previously used conservation contracts with its customers that state that the work will be completed in “substantial compliance” with its program specifications. The RTF believes that the savings attributed to the programs would be similar with this type of language and yet ease the legal audit requirements.

Recommendation:   RTF recommends that Bonneville should adopt “substantial compliance” language in its implementation manual related to all of the RTF’s recommended conservation program standards and guidelines for deemed measures.

Technical Issues Needing Resolution Prior to the Record of Decision:

Issue No. 3:  There were a number of comments related to details of the specifications associated with deemed measures including the following:

3.1. The current Bonneville program specifications for WeatherWise, Energy Smart Design and the Energy Savings Plan have limitations on the date before which a building or piece of equipment must be in-service in order to be eligible for funding.  Commentors suggest that this language is too restrictive and should be dropped in order to increase the eligible population. (Comments 33(q), 61(b), 65(a)).  

3.2. Are Certified auditors required for WeatherWise? (Comment 3).

3.3. Standards for heat pumps and central air conditioners should list only the reference to Energy Star products, as has been done with window air conditioners.  (Comment 63(c2))
3.4. The current WeatherWise savings estimates require 3 or more measures to be installed, thus limiting the available population of homes that can be retrofit.(Comments 10, 13(a), 19, 23(b), 28, 33(b), 33(h), 61(c), 61(e), 65(b), 68(g), 76(g), 85, 90)

3.5. Windows require all other measures to be already completed as part of the package.

3.6. The warranty requirements for non-metered solar PV are considered too onerous and not in keeping with industry practice. (Comments 30, 59(b), 70(f))

3.7. PTCS is unavailable in many parts of the region, therefore PTCS should be unbundled from heat pump and central AC efficiency upgrades. (Comments 27, 64(c), 68(I), 72(2), 76(k)).

3.8. There should be a prescriptive alternative to PTCS duct sealing requirements. (Comment 27)

3.9. Is PTCS allowed for new construction? What about Manufactured housing? (Comments 8 and 33(l).)

Response:  

· The in-service date in the WeatherWise specifications was originally intended to focus the program efforts on building/equipment with the most need and assumed that buildings/equipment built after a certain period (usually 1986) were covered by new codes and standards and did not have significant cost-effective savings opportunities.  However, to the extent that the utilities can find opportunities in more recent buildings (e.g. doing PTCS on 1986 and newer homes), these could and should be added.  However, the deemed savings list would need to be modified to reflect the additional vintages of buildings and equipment.  

· Certified auditors are a key part of the quality assurance process behind the savings estimates represented in the deemed list.  Without certified auditors, the savings level would likely have to be discounted.

· Energy Star requirements for heat pumps and Central AC are not significantly different than current practice in many parts of the region and do not move the market to adopt higher efficiency units.

· The savings for WeatherWise as a package was based on a program that required three measures.  However, savings estimates can be derived for individual measures such as wall, floor or window insulation.

· After discussion with industry, the warranty requirements for PV systems do appear to cause problems.  An approach based on warranteeing system output over the long term and a shorter term parts and labor coverage for the balance of system would be more in keeping with industry practice.

Recommendation:  

1. RTF recommends that date eligible be dropped from the WeatherWise program specifications and that deemed measures be classified according to vintage where appropriate in order to maximize the eligible population. The RTF will add individual weatherization measures to the list that will permit the calculation of savings for  “partial retrofits.”.


2. RTF recommends keeping the WeatherWise specification requirement for certified auditors. The RTF’s deemed savings estimates for weatherization are based on programs that required certified auditors. Utilities that do not wish to use certified auditors have the option of evaluating and reporting their program’s savings based in of the RTF’s recommended protocols. The RTF recommends that Bonneville support infrastructure development of weatherization auditors by coordinating training for utility representatives.


3. RTF recommends retaining the proposed efficiency specifications for Central AC and Heat Pumps, since Energy Star standards for these systems is not significantly higher than current practice across many parts of the region.

4. RTF recommends developing additional residential weatherization measure savings estimates for component level insulation upgrades for all components on an individual. These estimates will be provided on a per-square foot of component basis.


5. RTF recommends keeping the WeatherWise specification requirement to have all feasible high priority weatherization measures installed prior to providing C&R Discount credits for the installation of window upgrades.

6. RTF recommends changing the warranty requirements for Solar PV to require 1) that the output of the system be warranteed at 80% of rating for a period not less than 20 years and 2) that the balance of system be covered by the manufacturer for parts and labor for 5 years (Double check with California requirements).

7. RTF recommends unbundling PTCS from efficiency upgrades for heat pumps/central AC but keeping the installation requirements in Appendix H.  As a result the RTF will recommend two tiers of heat pump/central AC “deemed” savings, one which requires PTCS and one which does not.  

8. The RTF recommends that Bonneville support infrastructure development for PTCS through coordinated training for utility representatives and regional contractors. If possible, this training should begin prior to October 1, 2001 and be coordinated with weatherization auditor/inspector training.

9. RTF recommends keeping PTCS testing and certification protocols as the only viable efficiency upgrade for duct sealing measures for which “deemed” savings can be claimed. PTCS has the only performance testing alternative that has a technical basis and the appropriate quality assurance for the savings numbers included in Appendix L.  Utilities that do not wish to use PTCS have the option of evaluating and reporting their program’s savings based in of the RTF’s recommended protocols.


10. RTF will examine whether there is sufficient data to develop deemed savings estimates for PTCS in new site-built homes and new manufactured housing. If such data is available the RTF will submit its recommendations to Bonneville.

Policy Issues Deferred for Future Treatment by the RTF:
Issue No. 4:  The historical specification of Climate Zones in the region are no longer adequate given the need to differentiate savings from air-conditioning and direct-use of solar in hot water and PV applications.  (Comments 7, 17, 37)

Response:  Given the significant difference in present value benefits for cooling compared to space heating, it is appropriate to re-examine the issue of climate zones and appropriate geographic groupings.  However, given the geographic diversity of the region and the inertia of the historical designations, a revised set of climate zones will take time and require public review.  

Recommendation:  The RTF will review the issue of more appropriate designations for climate zones and issue its revised recommendations before October 1, 2001.  This recommendation is anticipated to include only a set of cooling zone maps.  Any revisions to the climate zones will be sent out for public review prior to adoption by the RTF and implementation in the C&R discount.
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