Regional Technical Forum Meeting Notes

January 10, 2006

DRAFT
1. Greetings and Introductions. 


Tom Eckman welcomed everyone to the January 10 RTF meeting, held at the Northwest Power & Conservation Council’s Portland offices. The following is a summary (not a verbatim transcript) of the topics discussed and decisions made at this meeting; anyone with questions or comments about these notes should contact Eckman at 503-222-5161.

2. Update on Rooftop HVAC Scoping Contract.


Charlie Grist provided the group with a brief update on the RTF’s contract to review the status of information on packaged rooftop HVAC energy efficiency opportunities. Grist indicated that a contract had been signed with the New Buildings Institute (NBI). He said that NBI would be convening a regional work group comprised of individuals from organizations that have conducted research and/or run conservation programs focused on improving the efficiency of packaged rooftop HVAC systems. Mark Cherniack from NBI is the project lead. Grist asked the RTF members and other interest parties if they wished to participate in the series of meetings that will be held to develop the scope of work for the next phase of this project. Jeff Harris indicated that he or someone from the Alliance would be participating. Eric Brateng said he would check with PSE to see if one of their commercial program staff would also participate. 

3. Update on Revised Low Rise Multifamily New Construction Savings and Cost-Effectiveness Estimates.


Eckman said that the group needed to revisit this topic because he had discovered an error in the analysis of the energy savings for R21 modified framed walls that he had presented at the prior RTF meeting.  The analysis presented at that meeting appeared to show that R21 modified framed walls were not cost-effective in climate zone 1 once class 30 (U-0.30) windows were installed in multifamily new construction.  In the process of preparing the RTF’s recommendation to Bonneville, Eckman said he discovered that he had inadvertently used an R21 standard framed wall as the baseline for determining savings, but had used an R19 standard framed wall as the baseline for computing incremental cost.  Correcting this error nearly doubles the savings for this measure. As a result, R21 modified framed walls now appear to be cost-effective in all heating zones. The group agreed that the revised findings should be submitted to Bonneville.

4. Review, Discussion and Decision on Updates to Residential Weatherization Specifications for Site Built and Manufactured Homes. 


The RTF devoted a lengthy discussion to a section-by-section review of the Weatherization Specifications document, dated October 1, 2006. With respect to exterior roof insulation, there was general agreement that the current minimum insulation standard of R-20 is still adequate. The interior roof insulation standard of R-24 was not changed. With respect to underfloor insulation, under section 13, it was agreed to modify the language to say “...may allow the required net area of vent opening to be reduced if the level is allowed by local code jurisdictions.”


Eugene Rosolie asked if the measures in the specification are consistent with the requirement that all measures in Bonneville’s CRC and CAA programs be regionally cost-effective. Eckman replied, that all of the attic, floor and wall insulation levels were tested and found to be cost-effective. However, he indicated that the Council did not investigate cost-effectiveness of requiring exterior R-20 rigid insulation be added when an existing roof deck was being re-roofed. 


The group continued on through the document, offering a number of clarifying questions, comments and minor wording changes. It was agreed to edit the section related to air sealing to specify that some prescriptive air sealing will be retained for the likely major gaps.


Eckman noted that Adam Hadley has merged the manufactured home and site-built home specs into one set of specs covering both housing types. He has taken the changes we’ve been working on and embedded them into a single document, Eckman explained. Jay Himlie moved that the RTF adopt this document, subject to the changes that have been and will be made. And with the understanding that the manufactured housing changes will be dealt with separately, Eckman said. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved.


After lunch, the RTF took up the manufactured home sections of the specifications document. Hadley went briefly through the changes he has made to the manufactured home specs, touching in some of the differences between these sections and those dealing with site-built homes. 


The group discussed the manufactured home – mechanical ventilation section; there was general agreement that these specifications are badly out of date. Ultimately, Charlie Stephens moved that the RTF recommend to Bonneville that they consider updating the current ventilation and indoor air quality standards, in light of the most recent ASHRAE 62 guidance. This motion was seconded and carried unanimously. 


After a brief discussion, it was moved that the RTF adopt the mobile home specifications, consistent with the site-built sections. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved. 

5. Presentation and Discussion of RTF Work Plan for 2006. 


Eckman noted that he had written and distributed a memo on this topic back in August, but it has taken this long to find space on the agenda to discuss it. Eckman noted that the memo includes a table of potential RTF tasks/work elements, with a projected budget for each item. These are areas where we felt more research or evaluation was needed to move each of these potential measures into a place where we had more faith in the savings associated with them, or where they could, potentially, be implemented as a program. This list includes:

· Commercial packaged rooftop AC

· Evaporator fan control – M&V protocol development and field testing

· Energy Smart grocer program evaluation SOW development

· New commercial construction baseline and MV protocol development

· Pre-rinse spray head measures savings evaluation SOW development

· Federal Energy Act implications for measure savings/program design

· Review savings estimates for regional utility/SBA program initiatives

· New technology reviews/evaluations

· Member special project support

· Regional conservation progress tracking

· Meetings


Total FY’06 RTF budget: $300,000. 


Eckman noted that he is developing a general business model that includes a core budget for the RTF; he said he would distribute it for review as soon as it is completed. 


The group devoted a few minutes of discussion to the above list; Eckman asked whether it is complete, in the group’s view, or whether there are other tasks that need to be added. In response to a question, Eckman said he has requested $125,000 from Bonneville to support the FY’06 work; those funds may be forthcoming as soon as he submits the more detailed scope of work documentation Bonneville requires. Eckman emphasized that this is an informational item only; there was general agreement that all of the items on the list are important areas of upcoming work for the RTF. The group agreed to provide any additional work items to Eckman as soon as possible, if any suggest themselves.

6. Presentation and Discussion of Proposed Approach to Estimating Future Carbon Dioxide Emission Offsets from Conservation and Renewable Resources. 


Jeff King led this presentation, noting that Eckman had informed him that the RTF was looking to revise the values of the carbon dioxide emission offsets from conservation and renewable resources. I use the word “offset” somewhat guardedly, King said, because I’m told by the Oregon Department of Energy that it has a very specific regulatory meaning, and it doesn’t quite mean what we’ve been using it for, King said. However, it conveys the sense of what we’re looking at better, perhaps, than other terms. 


King went through a series of PowerPoint slides describing his ongoing analysis in this area; he said his goal is to have a completed analysis in time for presentation at the March RTF meeting. King asked the group to give him any feedback they may have. King touched on the following topics:

· Objective: to estimate the incremental system wide change in emissions, fuel consumptions or other effects of system operation when adding or removing system resources: specifically, carbon dioxide.

· History: Council staff first tried this type of analysis about five years ago. At the time, the AURORA model was used, somewhat naively, to produce “paired capacity addition studies.” This approach produced some significant anomalies, including relatively large shifts in the differences in the resource portfolios between the two cases, compared to the size of the test resource. The general results seemed reasonable, however. 

· Staff ran some new analysis this fall at the request of the Energy Trust to estimate the fuel savings effects of the addition of co-gen to the system. Staff began by running the same types of AURORA-based paired capacity studies and observed the same sorts of irregularities seen five years ago, plus another irregular dimension – inconsistencies across a range of resource sizes.

· As a result, staff re-ran the analysis using a fixed resource mix, based on the mean values from the resource portfolio of the Fifth Power Plan. That eliminated the inconsistencies of resource additions; however, the inconsistencies related to the size of the added resource remained. 

· Staff then adjusted its approach to this analysis further, to incorporate marginal CO2 production on an hourly basis, to provide an approximation of the CO2 offset effects of adding a given resource. 


King then provided a sample marginal resource analysis using a fixed resource mix. Using the projector, he demonstrated how this analytical approach works, and what it shows. The period in question was 2005-2025, in five-year increments. 


When you’re using the Council’s plan to look at the marginal resource, the Plan portfolio includes significant amounts of wind and conservation, said Eckman – the resource at the margin assumes that the planned amount of wind and conservation gets developed. This being the case, do the resources at the margin reflect the benefits of the savings in the Plan, or the benefits of the savings beyond the plan? This analysis would be representative of the savings that are in the plan, King replied. If we wanted to look beyond the plan, it would need to be a fairly significant number of megawatts – several hundred at least. 


The group devoted a lengthy discussion to King’s future carbon dioxide emissions offsets analysis. Ultimately, Eckman reiterated that the RTF would revisit this analysis at its March meeting; in the meantime, he asked that any questions or comments be provided to King as soon as possible. 

7. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Scientific Irrigation Scheduling Savings and Cost Effectiveness.


This is primarily an update, said Eckman; the last time we had Paul Stoker, Hossein Haeri and Bruce Cody here to talk about irrigation scheduling, Bonneville had a pilot project investigation underway to try to verify the inputs to the savings calculations from reduced water use through irrigation water management, and to identify the non-energy benefits associated with irrigation scheduling. I sent out a memo on this topic indicating that the contractor had identified the average kWh savings per acre-foot of reduced water consumption, Eckman said; they were also looking into working with Bureau of Reclamation to determine what additional kWh savings might result if that water was left in Lake Roosevelt to produce power and to be released downstream. 


Eckman then displayed for the group a spreadsheet originally developed by GWMA. This spreadsheet can be used to compute the annual energy savings for each crop type by irrigation sub-region in the Columbia Basin project.  The “base case” water management practice is assumed to satisfy ET recommendation by crop type, soil type and geographic area contained in the Washington State Irrigation Guide. Any improvements to these baseline numbers would mean less water and more energy savings, Eckman explained. Based on Quantec’s analysis and the collected during the pilot study the weighted average energy savings from the 10% reduction in water use due to irrigation scheduling was 193 kWh per acre. Eckman said set the input for water savings in the GWMA model to 10% and then adjusted the average “pumping conversion coefficient” so that across all crop types and irrigation sub-regions the weighted average energy savings equaled 193 kWh per acre. Once had this result I used the individual savings by crop type for each irrigation sub-region (a total of 168 combinations) to as inputs to the cost-effectiveness analysis.


Eckman spent a few minutes demonstrating this spreadsheet. The group offered a series of clarifying questions and comments, touching on the sensitivity of the spreadsheet to different crop and soil types and geographic areas; the cost and savings of this measure (cost: $13; savings, 20 MW, not including Umatilla and Benton, plus the as-yet-uncalculated benefits of leaving more water behind Grand Coulee Dam). He demonstrated the sensitivity to cost-effectiveness of using alternative cost/acre for irrigation schedule. At an annual cost of approximately $13.50 per acre only 70% of the crop/sub-region combinations are cost-effective, while at an annual cost of approximately $9.50 per acre, over 99% of the crop/sub-regions are cost-effective. It is generally believed that SIS cost are less than $10 acre/year.


Rosolie moved that the RTF recommend to Bonneville that scientific irrigation scheduling be identified as a regionally cost-effective savings measure that should be offered for reimbursement. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved. 

8. Next RTF Meeting Date. 


The next Regional Technical Forum meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, March 7. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle, NWPPCC contractor. 

________________________________________
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