REGIONAL TECHNICAL FORUM MEETING NOTES
September 16, 2003

NORTHWEST POWER PLANNING COUNCIL OFFICES

PORTLAND, OREGON
DRAFT
I. Greetings, Introductions and Review of the Agenda.

The September 16, 2003 Regional Technical Forum meeting, held at the Northwest Power Planning Council’s offices in Portland, Oregon, was chaired by Tom Eckman of the Council staff.


The following is a distillation (not a verbatim transcript) of items discussed during the meeting, together with actions taken on those items.  Please note that some enclosures referenced in the body of the text may be too lengthy to attach; all enclosures referenced are available upon request from Eckman at 503/222-5161. 


Eckman led a round of introductions and a review of today’s agenda. The minutes from the August 11 RTF meeting were approved with a few minor changes.

II. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed Savings Values for “Energy Free” Stock Watering Tanks. 


Eckman began this presentation by noting that it is available via hotlink from the RTF website. Essentially these stock watering units are watering fountains, which rely on super-insulation and regular use to keep water coming into the system at higher-than-freezing temperatures, so that the water doesn’t freeze during the winter months, he explained; they do all of this without electricity, hence their designation as “energy free.” One critical component of using these systems is that the livestock must be trained to use them regularly, or they freeze. The size of the tank is also important, Eckman said.


Oregon Trail Electric Cooperative has asked that the RTF review energy free stock watering tanks as a potential addition to the eligible measures list, and that we develop an estimate of savings to assess whether they might qualify for C&RD credit, Eckman said. He used the overhead projector to show the group what these water tanks look like and how they operate. Eckman noted that the incremental cost of these tanks is $300-$400, depending on size; there is a cost offset on new installations because there is no need to wire them. Measure life is on the order of 5-7 years. Load shape is likely similar to a heat pump’s, noted Jim Lazar. Eckman said he will likely recommend that this application be limited to climate zones 2 and 3. 


Eckman said there are three manufacturers of energy free stock watering tanks, but product specifications for deemed values are not available. Some sort of specification is needed as to insulation, he said; we’ll look at product literature to see what we can find, aside from the fact that there is no heating element. One participant noted that many current stock watering tank installations include electric heat tape wrapped around the supply pipe to keep it from freezing; she asked whether that would still be required if the supply pipe was buried. Steve Schaller of Oregon Trail Electric required that the supply pipe for energy free stock watering tanks are typically buried and come up inside the tank, so no heat tape should be required. Have the savings resulting from the elimination of that heat tape been factored into the savings for this measure? the first participant asked. Not yet, Eckman replied. 


Lazar suggested that credits on the magnitude of $150 in Zone 1, $220 in Zone 2 and $300 in Zone 3 would provide an adequate incentive without resulting in free ridership. One approach might be to compare west-side and east-side bin temperatures and scale the credit based on monitoring data, Eckman said. After a brief discussion, a participant moved that the proposed energy free stock watering tank deemed savings values be “zonified” using bin temperature data; this motion was seconded and unanimously approved. We will work out the details and present them to the RTF at the group’s next meeting before passing this measure along to Bonneville for final approval, Eckman said. 

III. Discussion of Revised Green Tag Criteria. 


Eckman distributed the most recent version of the green tag criteria discussed at the last RTF meeting. He went briefly through the changes to this document item by item to ensure that the changes agreed to at the last RTF meeting have been made. The group offered a few clarifying questions and comments. 


Mark Johnson of BPA said he has had several requests for a comparison between the FY’03 credits and the credits that will go into effect in FY’04; he noted that, currently, there is no easy way to provide this information. Eckman said he has that information for PTCS and heat pumps, but not for everything else. If you could develop it, starting with residential and working your way up to commercial and industrial, that would be very helpful, Johnson said. Eckman said he will post this information to the RTF website once it is available. 


Eugene Rosolie moved that the RTF adopt Criteria 1 as revised; the motion was seconded by Jay Himlie. Lazar said he does not agree with Criteria 1; in his mind, Criteria 1 and 3 address the same issue. He said that, following the last RTF meeting, he had solicited comments from the renewables community; he received comments from Rachel Shimshak, Alan Zelenka, Cheryl Carter and Ralph Cabana, Steve Weiss, Danielle Dixon and Liz Klump. Lazar distributed copies of these comments, then read the reply from Energy Northwest, which he caharcterized as a succinct summary of the feelings in the renewables community:

“On renewables, I think that Jim, Steve and Cheryl are right on, and we need to come up with some clear and consistent methods for tracking renewable energy, either as power or as tags, so that we do not have double or triple-counting going on. This is critical both for the credibility of green power programs, and any claims made by individuals or businesses who pay a premium for green power or carbon offsets. Green power and its environmental benefits can only be claimed once. Any entity that pays a premium for renewable power owns the associated tags or benefits. If the green power is sold in the form of a green tag tradeable renewable certificate (TRC), the associated power becomes the same as system power. It sounds as though Jim’s suggestion of retiring any tag connected to renewable energy supported through the C&RD would work. A utility should not be able to receive a premium from its green power customers at the same time it receives an incentive from BPA for bringing the power into its mix. In fact, the utility cannot claim the power in its mix if a customer has paid a premium for the same product. Lastly, what makes green power green is its environmental attributes, so it is also double-counting for anyone to sell green power at a premium to one customer, and sell the same attributes in the form of CO2 offsets to another customer. The best way to support the development of new renewable resources is to count each green electron only once. 

“The following statement should help clarify how renewable power and its attributes should be tracked:

1) BPA can claim only the renewable energy in its mix that has not been sold to utilities or end-users at a premium above basic service rates, or separated from BPA’s general system mix as renewable power. I believe BPA sells most of the green power it acquires at a premium as BPP or green tags. BPA cannot claim any renewable power it sells at a premium to end-users, utility or otherwise, or any power a subscribing utility sells through a green power program.

2) Any renewable power or tags BPA supports through its C&RD should be retired and not sold to and/or claimed by any end-users. 

3) If a utility purchases renewable power for its rate base, it can claim that energy in its system mix. If a utility sells any renewable power or tags to specific customers at a premium or otherwise, the utility cannot claim that renewable power in its system mix.

4) Any green power sold to end-users should be attributed to those who pay a premium for that renewable power. 


The bottom line is that the feeling among the renewables community is that if you allow a utility to claim a C&RD credit, then sell the related resource in a green marketing program, then that is double-counting, said Lazar. And I don’t believe that Criteria 1 and 3 are saying people should be able to double-count or double-sell, said Rosolie – your concern should probably be addressed under Criteria 5. 


At Eckman’s suggestion, the group then took up Criteria 5. Eckman said that, based on the discussion he had heard during and after the last RTF meeting, the goal is to ensure that the region pays for the above-market costs of green resources one time only. All we would need to do to clarify that under Criteria 5 is to say that the tags, credits, certificates and attributes are retired within the purchasing utility’s service area, and the associated power is not re-sold in a premium marketing program, said Lazar.


An extensive discussion of what constitutes “double-counting” for the purposes of green tags and C&RD ensued. Ultimately, Charlie Grist summarized the language to be added to Criteria 5 as follows: “The tags, credits, certificates or attributes are retired within the purchasing utility’s service area. The associated attributes are not sold through a premium marketing program.” Johnson noted that this constitutes a tightening of the requirements, which he cannot simply approve -- a public process will be needed before this recommendation can be implemented. 


Eckman summarized the outcome of today’s discussion as follows: 

• Criteria 1 relates to power purchases, while Criteria 5 relates to power sales; these will become Criteria 1a and 1b, with Criteria 5 revised as per the above discussion 

• Criteria 2 and 3 will be combined and are fine as written

• Criteria 4 was accepted as written

• Criteria 6 was accepted as written

• Criteria 7 was deleted, as discussed at the last RTF meeting

• Criteria 8 was accepted as written

• Criteria 9: the five-year rate period specified under this criteria was unacceptable for some RTF members. It was agreed that this is an administrative, contract-related issue, not a technical issue

• Criteria 10: it was agreed that the lesser of Table 1, or cost, will apply to this criteria

• The reinvestment criteria will be dropped, as agreed at the last RTF meeting.

• Off-grid generation: Johnson said that, last year, only one utility claimed C&RD credit for PB on a measure-by-measure basis. Rosolie recommended that green tags from off-grid generation not be a part of C&RD. This recommendation was put in the form of a motion, seconded and unanimously approved.


Bob Nicholas then moved that the RTF approve Criteria 1; this motion was seconded and carried unanimously. Lazar moved that the RTF approve Criteria 5; this motion was seconded and carried unanimously. Eckman moved that Criteria 9 be forwarded to Bonneville for resolution; this motion was seconded and carried unanimously. Rosolie moved that the RTF approve Criteria 10 as amended; this motion carried with two opposed.

IV. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed Savings Calculator for Electronic Motor Controllers. 


Johnnie Douglass led this presentation. Working from a series of overheads, he demonstrated the proposed deemed savings calculator, as well as its inputs and outputs. In the course of this presentation, the group offered a few clarifying questions and comments. Douglass suggested that further careful testing, using 20 and 50 hp motors, is needed to make the data set for this calculator more robust, because little or no savings have been identified to date in other motor sizes. That being the case, why do we need a deemed savings calculator for this measure? Eckman asked. Because in my view, this device does save energy, Douglass replied – it is a well-known engineering principal that if you reduce voltage to a motor operating at low load, it will save energy. 


Eckman noted that, when this project began, he had hoped that this might become a generic motor controller calculator. However, as the project progressed, it became apparent that, because of the varying performance between the varying types of equipment out there, one performance curve does not fit all. After a few minutes of additional discussion, Eckman observed that he had looked at whether or not there was sufficient information available to develop a deemed calculator; perhaps with some additional testing, we’ll have enough information to do that at least for the PEC controllers. If that is not the case, what we’re left with is a site-specific protocol for escalators, elevators and any other application where you have a motor controller, he said. It was agreed to place this topic on a future RTF agenda for further discussion.

V. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Eligibility of Recirculating Hot Water Systems in Single Family Residential Buildings for Conservation and Renewable Resources Rate Discount Credit. 

Eckman began this discussion my stating that the City of Port Angeles utility asked the RTF to review the Laing recirculating hot water system to determine if it or similar systems would be eligible for C&R Discount program and if so, to estimate the savings such systems might produce. Eckman then used the assumptions in a paper prepared for Laing entitled “Economic Operating Cost Analysis Summary for Laing Instant Hot Water Recirculating Systems.” He said he compared the assumptions in that paper for hot water use to those obtained from the results of an end use metering research project conducted in Seattle by the American Water Works Association and to the hot water heating energy use data collected in prior BPA and utility sponsored studies.  Using the “base case” data presented in the Laing report, Eckman indicated that the annual energy savings from the recirculating system would be negative, due to the large energy losses from the systems pipes.  Eckman then discussed the conditions under which the Liang system would save as much energy as it used. In order to “breakeven” the system would must reduce total daily hot water use by 17 gals (30%) and average faucet and shower hot water use by 45%. 

After a brief discussion, the RTF concluded that the magnitude of the reduction in hot water use required by the Laing system in order to produce significant savings was not realistically achievable. It was agreed by consensus that the Liang system should not be added to the list of measures eligible for C&R Discount Program credits.

On the other hand, Stephens noted that some recirculating systems that are activated only “on demand” did have the potential for energy savings. However, he did not believe that there was sufficient experience with these systems to establish a “deemed value.”  He then moved that the request to add recirculating hot water systems that are activated “on demand” in single-family residential buildings to the deemed measures list. This motion was seconded and carried unanimously



VI. Discussion and Decision on Proposed Additions and Revisions to Commercial Lighting Deemed Savings Measures and Calculators. 


Charlie Grist said the purpose of this agenda item is to discuss potential improvements to the commercial lighting deemed savings measures and calculators. Grist and Jack Callahan briefly described these proposed changes, which focused on the following major areas:

• How to make the calculator more user-friendly for all user types

• How to reconcile the sometimes-jumbled mix of end-user types, such as women’s shelter/thrift store

• How to get better, more useful information to plug into the calculator

• New lamp and ballast data to be applied to the new deemed measures

• Existing deemed measures to be left as-is

• Interaction factors: a new table of interaction factors, including more deemed savings categories, has been generated using Go To runs based on the new Power Plan; Grist provided an overview of the new table. The new interaction factors will be applied to all of the calculators and the new deemed measures


Grist and Callahan then demonstrated both the old and the revised commercial lighting calculators, using the overhead projector. In the course of this discussion, the group offered a variety of clarifying questions and comments. 


Grist asked whether there were any RTF objections to adopting the new lamp and ballast data included in the new calculator; no RTF objections were raised. Grist also said he would entertain a motion to accept the revised interaction values and deemed savings categories.  Stephens suggested that Grist make sure that all of the calculators match up; Grist replied that it should be possible to ensure that all of the calculators have the same pull-down menu. The group also discussed controls; Jay Himlie said he likes the idea of adding controls to the calculator. Perhaps, since this is supposed to be a simplified calculator, the thing to do would be to take the 25%-30% assumption as a default, he said. Then, if someone has something radically different from that, they could consider a protocol base for that particular building if they feel there is going to be a much bigger savings from those controls and applications. 


Grist also touched on the hours of operation assumptions, noting that the old calculator includes a default set of hour by building type. He noted that these are fairly conservative values. It is a skewed procedure, he said; you generally get a credit based on a bit less than the average hours – in other words, under the old calculator, the user doesn’t always get full credit for the savings they producing. One way to deal with this would be to include more hour choices in the look-up table, said Grist; another would be to add more shifts, as well as exterior lighting. You could also choose not to limit the hour of operation at all, he said.  After a few minutes of discussion, Rosolie suggested that Grist leave the whole-building defaults as-is, but allow a bit more flexibility in the room-to-room hours. The group also discussed the issue of per-fixture credits. 

VII. Presentation and Discussion on Approach to Establishing A “Sliding Scale” or “Multi-Tiered” Deemed Savings Values for PTCS Duct Sealing for Manufactured/Mobile Homes. 


When we left this item, said Eckman, it had more in it; in its current incarnation, it applies only to manufactured homes. You will recall that we decided that it should be possible to use a Duct Blaster test without requiring the measurement of system pressures and flows using a flow plate to determine to determine these values because manufactured homes have roughly-comparable furnaces and duct systems. It was a judgment call, he said, but that judgment was that these assumptions are close enough. Eckman then demonstrated the revised deemed savings values for this measure using the overhead projector. The group offered a few clarifying questions and comments. Manclark was concerned that the calculator’s “upper limit” was too low to accommodate a significant number of manufactured homes that have high levels of duct leakage. Baylon, noted that the current upper limit was restricted due to concerns about the validity of the duct leakage test results in such homes.  Manclark asked if it would at least be possible to expand the upper range over which the calculator would work, even if the savings were capper at some upper limit. Eckman indicated that he would work with Ecotope to fine tune the calculator so it could deal with extremely leaky duct systems.

VIII. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Proposed Deemed Savings Values for Energy Star Table and Floor Lamps. 


Eckman demonstrated the proposed deemed savings values for Energy Star table and floor lamps. The savings estimates are based on the assumption that such lamps would be located in both living rooms and bedrooms and that their daily use patterns would match those observed in the Tacoma lighting logger research study. After a brief discussion, a motion was made to accept the proposed values as presented; the motion was seconded and passed unanimously. 

IX. Next RTF Meeting Date. 


The next meeting of the Regional Technical Forum was set for early November, exact date T.B.A. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle. 
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