         Regional Technical Forum Meeting Notes

                                          May 27, 2008

                  DRAFT

1. Greetings and Introductions.

Tom Eckman welcomed everyone to today’s meeting. 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.

The notes from the April RTF meeting were corrected and approved. The group also reviewed the status of the various RTF subcommittee work products, including the Delta Q Test subcommittee and the M&V for CVR in Large Industrial subcommittee and the PTCS subcommittee. 
2. Proposal to Upgrade the Distribution Efficiency Initiative Savings Calculator.
The calculator has been reviewed by the RTF and it’s almost there, but it sounds like it may be losing steam, and we want to keep it moving along, Adam Hadley said. There is some programming that needs to be done, he said: a method for overriding the voltage regulator settings, a way to include savings from the substation power transformer, and a double-check of the calculation of I squared R losses. The estimated cost of this work is $10,000 to $25,000. Other work and future decisions to be made for the calculator include measure life, load shapes and specifications. We have heard that NEEA has stopped funding this work, Hadley said, and hopefully there is still interest in completing it. 
Why has funding stopped for this work? Ken Keating asked. My hunch is that it may not be perceived as a market transformation item, Charlie Grist replied. Or it may not be a market they want to look at, Eckman said. It involves anything that improves transmission or distribution system losses. This looks like a very big, very cheap measure, and we have every intention of putting it into the 6th Power Plan, Grist said – it’s a very important measure. There is some money needed to continue this work, he said – the RTF is sponsoring Adam to look over the calculator for completeness, but there is more work to be done. We need to finish it up, one way or another. As Adam said, how we’re going to fund this, what we’re going to do about measure life and load shapes are the key questions, Grist said. There is money in the RTF budget to complete this work, but the question is, do we want to cover the full bill, or are there other sources of funding available? I will mention this to Idaho Power’s people, Ken Eklund said. There is an I-937 meeting coming up, and I will mention it there as well, Jay Himlie said. This seems like a very good opportunity for Bonneville to step in as well, Grist said. I’ll take it back to the office and discuss it with the managers, Bruce Cody said – it seems like a low-cost measure with a great deal of potential.
Is there a next action on this item? Grist asked. We will look around for a visual basic contractor, Jay will discuss it with the I-937 folks, Bruce will talk to Bonneville, and Ken will talk to the Idaho folks, Eckman said.
3. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Contract Reviews. 

a. End Use Load Research Study Scope of Work. Hadley led this presentation, touching on the following major points:
· Project overview: Mission: provide the region with up-to-date, useful, readily accessible end-use load data; goals: collect available data, create a central warehouse and catalog for data, systematically prioritize and update data.

· Project Phases: Phase 1: catalog currently-available data; Phase 2: build an end-use load data central warehouse; Phase 3: ongoing end-use load data research studies.

Hadley then listed the Phase 1 deliverables:

· Participate in RTF’s End-Use subcommittee meetings

· List of end-uses

· Electronic files of available end-use load data sets

· Spreadsheet catalogue of data sets and their “data properties”

· Written method of assigning the “Regional Usability” metric to data sets

· Written summary of any analysis performed on data sets

· Written summary of the project (phase 1)

· Final presentation to RTF

· Electronic file containing the graphical and tabular summaries of each load shape
Hadley also provided a detailed statement of work covering Phase 1 of the end-use load data update project. He said his hope is that the RTF will approve this statement of work so that this project can go forward. Eckman said that, if the RTF endorses this scope of work, outside funding will be needed; there is no way the RTF can afford to fund the entire project. To the extent that utilities, states, national labs and operating agencies can be enticed to fund it, that would be very helpful, he said.
So the intent is to put together a request for proposals, collect bids and get a sense of how much it will cost to fund this, Grist said; we will then shop these proposals around to see who might be interested in helping to fund it, with the full understanding that Phase 2 and Phase 3 will be needed over the next decade or so. Eckman noted that there is significant interest outside the Northwest region in this work.

It was moved that the RTF approve the Phase 1 scope of work. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved. 
b. Direct Use of Gas Study Scope of Work. In 1994, the Council put out its study of the economic efficiency of converting to gas, Hadley said; they looked at five different market segments. He provided the following presentation:
· Background: 1994 study (Goal and method)

· 1994 study methodology (flow chart)

· 1994 study results: all five market segments studied were cost-effective (table)

Hadley then elucidated the goals of the current Direct Use of Gas study:

· Repeat the 1994 study with current information

· Add multifamily and new construction

· Create the supply curve inputs to the Council’s portfolio model for the direct use of gas as a resource.

Hadley provided a table of the market segments to be included in the current study, then listed the tasks to be accomplished under this project:

· Economic analysis: Monte Carlo simulation

· Market potential analysis

· Inputs for portfolio model

· Report and presentation.

Hadley said the project includes the following deliverables and timetable:

· 3 months: Council portfolio model inputs, draft report and presentation to the RTF

· 5 months: final report

The group offered a few clarifying questions and comments, touching on how water heating efficiencies will be treated in the analysis, whether instantaneous gas water heaters should be included, system sizing and risk analysis, whether ductless heat pumps and gas hydronic heating should be included, how the screening process will work, the potential “land mine” of the integration of cooling into some market segments and the need to calculate net savings from cooling, and the short timeline for this work – significant work needs to be accomplished by the end of the year. We’re funded, but we need to get an RFP approved so that we can get this work underway quickly, Eckman said. 
I understand the segments, but when it comes to economic analysis, what kinds of rate structures are you going to assume? One participant asked. It’s a resource cost question – avoided electric vs. avoided gas, Eckman said. Are we trying to estimate the potential of customers on an existing gas system, or are we going beyond that? Another participant asked. We’re looking at two potential conditions, including customers that are already hooked to a main and customers to which a gas main could be extended, Eckman replied.
One of the arguments for doing these conversions is carbon emissions, another participant asked. Will that be considered in this analysis? Yes, Eckman replied – we will be looking at system emissions, assuming that electrons are traded at the margin.
Do we need to expand the list of 10 market segments? Yes, Hadley replied – so far, I’ve heard that we need to split up water heaters, add gas hydronic to multifamily, add ductless heat pumps, perhaps add gas to heat pump, and split up gas availability types into different market segments. And what do you need to get this on the street? Keating asked. We need RTF approval that this scope of work can be turned into an RFP, Eckman replied. Will the draft RFP undergo a brief RTF review before it is released, via email? Eklund asked. I will make it so, Eckman replied, with the understanding that the timeline for this effort is tight.
Is there the potential that these conversions could displace some renewable resources? Eugene Rosolie asked. There is that potential, and that we will be considered in the Portfolio analysis, Eckman replied. 

After a few minutes of additional discussion, it was moved that the RTF review and approve the RFP that will be generated by this scope of work, as modified at today’s meeting. This motion was seconded and unanimously approved.
4. Regional Conservation Savings Since the 5th Power Plan’s Adoption: Are We Meeting the Plan’s Targets?

Eckman led this presentation, touching on the following major topics:

· 5th Power plan goals

· Total resource acquisition costs

· RTF utility system conservation accomplishments survey: an online survey of all utilities and system benefits charge administrators; conducted annually, supplemented by utility program reports submitted to Bonneville and others
· How “good” are the numbers? 92-96 percent of total system load, 76-105 utilities covered, 2005-2007

· The region is exceeding the 5th Plan’s targets with utility-funded programs alone
· When overall market changes reconsidered, the region set an all-time savings record in 2007 – 200+ aMW (graph)
· Regional utility, SBC administrator and Bonneville conservation investments, 2005-2007 (graph)
· Distribution of savings across sectors (excludes NEEA) (pie chart)
· Total resource acquisition cost 2005-2009 = $1.64 billion (graph)
· Residential sector savings comprise nearly 60% of the total (graph)
· Utility cost of conservation savings are below $20/MWH (graph)

· 10 largest utilities/program administrators, 2007 vs. 2006 savings (graph)
· 10 largest utilities/program administrators, 2005-2007 savings vs. 5th Plan targets (graph)
· 10 largest utilities/program administrators, 2007 savings vs. 5th Plan targets (graph)

· PNW energy efficiency achievements (graph) – 3,700 MW
· Since 1980 energy efficiency resources met half of PNW load growth (graph)

There was no substantive discussion of Eckman’s presentation.
5. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Funding of an OSU Industrial Audits Data Collection Audits. 

Grist said he is looking for funding for this effort. He led a presentation, touching on the following major topics:
· Value

· Issue: need funders for industrial data collection

· Tasks and cost (table)
Basically, this is about a $36,000 project, Grist said. My hope is to get four funders who will contribute $9,000 apiece; the Energy Trust and Snohomish PUD have agreed to be two of those funders, and I am looking for two more. Grist asked anyone interested in funding this work to contact him as soon as possible. 
Have we looked at this data very carefully? One participant asked. Yes, Grist replied – we’ve looked at a lot of it. The data I’ve seen so far seemed somewhat sketchy, the participant noted. Over time, the methodology for collecting the data has improved, Grist said – one of the things the Strategic Energy Group will be doing is looking at where the quality data are, so we can develop good statistical samples. I’m not 100 percent certain about the quality we’ll get out of this, but it’s something people have wanted to do for the past 10 years. And will this study include any sort of literature review? Another participant asked. No, Grist replied – it will simply digitize available data and make it available for others to use.
The RTF voted unanimously in favor of pursuing this project.
6. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Energy Smart Grocer Measures: LEDs, Evaporator Fan Motors, Doors in Refrigerated Cases. 

Ryan Fedie led this presentation, touching on the following major topics:
· Evaporator motors: shaded pole to PSC (measure, addition to existing measure, application)

· Evaporator motors: summary (table)

· MT walk-in reach-in case to MT door (measure, base case, proposed case).  Fedie said he received some information right before today’s meeting that the costs he’s showing include LED and ECM upgrades, which they shouldn’t since the savings don’t assume those upgrades.
· Case lighting – T8/T12 to LED (measure, base case, proposed case, existing measure only applies to low temperature retrofits. This allows the conversion of medium temperature and new cases).
Why do the walk-ins even come up with respect to the concerns about ECM’s? David Baylon said. The low-temp walk-ins have a lot of condensation, so there is concern about using ECM motors there, Steve Cofer replied. It sounds like we’re solving a problem that doesn’t actually exist, Baylon said – you don’t get water blowing on the motors. Still, because of the temperatures in there, you do get condensation on the motors and seeping into the electronics, said Cofer. It still seems like a bit of a virtual problem to me, Baylon said. Do you think it’s still a problem with the new motors? Hadley asked. I haven’t seen all of the data, but I see this as a bridge until we get ECMs to the point that they’re fail-proof, Fedie said. The question is, can we get contractors some energy savings by encouraging them to use PSC motors until they’re ready to go to an ECM motor, say, two years from now, Cofer said. But that will preclude their switch to an ECM motor for about 15 years, Baylon observed. A lot of these measures are stepping-stones to things like anti-sweat heat controls, Cofer said – we’re trying to build this measure by measure. 
With respect to the Medium Temperature (MT) walk-in reach-in case to MT doors portion of the presentation, Rosolie said he sees two issues: what are the savings, and what’s the B/C ratio? Also, what are the program issues? What about measure life? Grist asked. It aligns with our other case measures, said Fedie. 
With respect to the cost numbers for the LED portion of this, those are based on the projects you’re actively doing? Baylon asked. We haven’t gotten invoice data from our ongoing studies yet, Fedie replied – we’re working with the manufacturers to get better information. We would be interested in working with the RTF to flesh out our line-item-by-line-item cost estimates for everything included in this study, Cofer added. And the proposal is to have two different measures: 18 hours and 24 hours? Hadley asked. For new construction, and uses where the cases are on 24 hours, it probably makes sense to have two measures, Fedie replied. So you’ll have installed costs for LED retrofits in July? Chris Helmers asked. We have projects that are being installed now, but it may be later than July before we actually have solid numbers, Fedie replied. I’m going to tell you honestly that I don’t think you’ve got the cost estimates right, Helmers said – I recently saw some LED retrofit estimates from the second-largest grocery chain in the country, and they were more on the order of $90 to $100 per linear foot, with lighting controls. 
The discussion continued for some minutes, with various RTF participants offering clarifying questions and comments. Ultimately, there was no motion or vote on this issue.  PECI plans to present better cost data and update savings, taking into account space heat interactions, on the Walk-In Reach-In to Doors measure.  They’ll also present the LED measures with multiple hours of use.
7. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Packaged Refrigeration: Ice-Makers Calculator Update.

Hadley noted that there are many ice-makers in the Northwest (about 75,000); today’s presentation focused only on cube icemakers. Hadley offered the following presentation:
· Background

· Why update? CEE Tier 1 as become popular in the region/country; Energy Star has adopted efficiency standard for air-cooled equipment.

· The new specs (tables for air-cooled and water-cooled icemakers)

· Ice-making head: air-cooled – kWh/100 lbs of ice vs. pounds of ice per 24 hours (graph)

· Ice-making head: water-cooled -- kWh/100 lbs of ice vs. pounds of ice per 24 hours (graph)

· Remote condensing unit: air-cooled -- kWh/100 lbs of ice vs. pounds of ice per 24 hours (graph)

· Self-contained, air-cooled -- kWh/100 lbs of ice vs. pounds of ice per 24 hours (graph)

· Self-contained: water-cooled -- kWh/100 lbs of ice vs. pounds of ice per 24 hours (graph)

· Incremental cost analysis – MSRP was multiplied by 0.5 to get “cost”

· Incremental cost analysis: self-contained, air-cooled (cost vs. ice harvest rate) (graph)

· Incremental cost analysis: ice-making head, air-cooled (cost vs. ice harvest rate) (graph)

· Incremental cost analysis: remote condenser unit (cost vs. ice harvest rate) (graph)

· Water use: potable water use, condenser water use (water-cooled systems only), determined average potable water savings using ARI data

· Calculator’s major assumptions/revisions: user inputs incremental cost, measure life = 10 years, 4,400 hours per year (or 50% duty cycle), energy savings calculation: since we do not have sales weighted data to establish baseline or upgrade efficiency, savings calculations use the user-entered capacity (lbs ice/day) to determine baseline and upgrade energy use; added water savings.

Hadley then offered the following proposed RTF icemaker standards and decisions:

· All systems must be ARI certified
· Air-cooled system must meet Energy Star standards
· Water-cooled systems must meet CEE Tier 2 standards and condenser water must be supplied from a closed loop system or a system with a remote evaporative condenser.

· Decisions: apply updates/changes to the calculator? Adopt new icemaker standards?
After a few minutes of discussion, it was agreed that the Energy Star and CEE approved lists are adequate and that it looks like the incremental cost for this measure is $0. Hadley will remove the ARI standard requirement and the incremental cost function of the calculator. With these changes, Hadley’s proposal was then unanimously approved by the RTF.
8. Presentation on EWEB Premium Ventilation Package and Discussion of Savings Methodology. 

Grist led this presentation, noting that he would like to address two major issues: first, he would like the RTF to find a way to fix the issues with rooftop economizers; and, second, to find an easier way to generate savings estimates, a method that doesn’t require hundreds of calculations but, rather, uses common tools. Major topics of the presentation included:
· Review recommendations for premium Western economizer: primary sensor control location, two-stage thermostat and coordination, differential dry-bulb outside air changeover etc.
· Desired sequence: min OSA ventilation during heating, use ventilation before cooling, use full OSA vent with cooling coil, lock out or changeover from ventilation to minimum when OSA too warm

· Premium ventilation: start with a Western Premium economizer, upgrade economizer module, add variable-speed fan motor
· Triple the savings: premium economizer savings, plus a) fan savings when not heating or cooling, b) savings during warm-up by reducing ventilation when not occupied, c) ventilation heating and cooling savings when building not fully occupied, d) no need to set and measure outside air minimum
· Regional savings (graph)
· New units or retrofit? Retrofit VSD options; both use temperature control strategy.
· Currently custom incentives: move toward rebate approach, two contractors have proposals for work, new construction and replacement market.
So the integrated economizer adds essentially nothing to the savings package? Baylon asked. No, it adds significantly to the savings, was the reply. In response to a question, Grist said the RTF is not going to deem a measure for this; the point of this exercise is to develop a methodology that will allow the RTF and the region to estimate savings more easily. We need a way to check people’s calculation of estimated savings from this package of measures, Grist explained. 
With respect to measure life, you have a variety of measures here: controls, commissioning, equipment, Grist said. How do you figure out measure life? We’re still working on that, but we’re thinking a minimum of five years, up to 10 years, was the reply. 
Grist explained the assumptions he had used to model this package, then demonstrated how the model works. He provided a table of model savings, noting that almost all of the packages he modeled proved to be cost-effective, according to the model. The shape of the savings really matters, however, he said. The point of this exercise was to see whether the savings estimates are even in the ballpark that’s needed to pursue this, Grist said; the answer is, it appears so. 
And what does “commissioning” entail? Bruce Cody asked. The CO2 sensors are like a little computer, and you have to make sure they’re set up and functioning properly, was the reply. We need to verify that the variable speed drive is set up properly for that application, and verify the damper settings. And that’s less costly than trying to commission the entire unit? Cody asked. It would be les effort, yes, was the reply.  And we’re talking about doing retrofits on units that already have an economizer with a capacity greater than 5 tons? Another participant asked. Correct, was the reply, although there are some 3-ton units out there.
Next, Grist turned to a presentation titled “Developing Protocol for Deemed Custom Calculation Methodology.” He touched on the following major topics:

· Problem: savings not deemable; estimated savings from building simulation are expensive, time-consuming and gamable; need confidence in savings calculation methods; need to streamline methods.

· Concept: RTF approves custom deemed calculation method for measures or packages of measures; example: EWEB Premium Ventilation

· Sample parametric approach for modeling

· Precedents: RTF-approved calculators and methods (commercial lighting, DEI, PECI custom calculation methods for grocery methods

· Questions: Is this a reasonable way to proceed? How do we review the reasonableness of the modeling protocol? Who’s interested in pursuing this?
Mark Jerome, David Baylon, and others indicated that they are interested in contributing to this effort. What’s the time-frame for this work? Another participant asked. It’s indefinite at this point, Grist replied. Any idea of the achievable potential of this? Another participant asked. In the 100 aMW range, for new and existing, Grist replied – it’s fairly big. It sounds as though we have agreement that the RTF is interested in pursuing this, he added; obviously we’re looking for a methodology the RTF can approve, so we’ll get to work.
9. Presentation, Discussion and Decision on Heat Pump Conversions. 

Eckman said there are two parts to this analysis: new cost-effectiveness analysis calibrated to the Ecotope study, and whether a large percentage of heat pump conversions from forced-air furnaces are freeriders. The issue here is calibration to the evaluation results, and, second, whether or not conversions are done largely by people who were planning to do conversions on their own, so any utility participation is unnecessary. I am making no assertion one way or another as to whether any program that would be initiated would be fraught with free ridership problems, Eckman said – I want to be very clear that this is a total resource cost effectiveness analysis, not an analysis of willingness to pay or participate. 
Eckman then used the overhead projector to demonstrate his model results and methodology. The bottom line is that savings are around 7,000 kWh in heating zone 1 for conversions with commissioning and PTCS duct sealing. The numbers are significantly larger for climate zone 3, which troubles me, Eckman said – I’m a bit dubious that loads are in the 20,000 range for a forced-air furnace. That may be true in Butte, but not elsewhere, he said. 
Why are we bringing up conversions at this time? Mark Johnson asked. There’s I-937 in Washington State, and there are utilities with loads to meet at 8 or 9 cents in avoided cost, Eckman said – if they don’t care about the free ridership issue, they might be inclined to participate. And what kind of empirical data do you have that shows that a house can achieve 7,000 kWh in savings? Keating asked. The Ecotope analysis showed an average of 4,500 kWh in savings, Eckman replied; I took that number as the starting point, plugged in 5% savings for commissioning and assumed a 50% improvement in duct leakage due to the PTCS duct sealing. We have a sample of 1,000+ homes of various vintages from the Ecotope study, he added, but they’re all from heating zone 1. Again, I’m a bit dubious that zones 2 and 3 can produce the level of benefits were seeing in this analysis. 
The bottom line is that this is not off the table, because utilities are interested in pursuing it, Eckman said. We need to give them a measure, because it’s in the Plan. In response to a question, Eckman put up cost data; he assumed $900 for replacing an existing furnace, and about $5,000 for a new heat pump. These are in 2000 dollars, so add 20 percent to get 2007 dollars, Eckman added. 
10. Next RTF Meeting Date.

The next meeting of the Regional Technical Forum was set for July 1. Meeting summary prepared by Jeff Kuechle, NWPPCC contractor. 
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