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Attachment 3-1

Common Threads

A Summary of Customer Comments

Related to EE’s Post 2006 Programs

During the last couple of months, Mike Weedall and EE staff has requested comments on what BPA’s conservation programs should look like post 2006.  This issue paper is an attempt to summarize the comments presented at meetings between regional utility representatives and BPA staff, as well as letters or e-mails from customer and other interested parties on what BPA’s conservation programs should look like in the future.   The intent of this paper is to show general trends and perceptions.  NOTE: The number of comments noted below are not an indication of the number of  people that share a particular comment or the number of times a comment came up at a meeting, only the number of times that a particular comment was documented in meeting notes and correspondence.  

General Issues

Local control and flexibility were huge issues for customers (52 comments, including the NRU survey, 26 excluding survey).  However, what it means to different parties varies widely.  For one party, it meant that BPA should let individual utilities decide how much to spend on conservation and  how to pay for it out of their revenues, without BPA involvement.  In short leave us alone, we know what our members want and need.  For numerous other parties it means that BPA’s conservation and renewables programs need to offer a wide range of programs and measures from which to pick from that are not administratively burdensome.  This allows each utility to find energy conservation measures that make sense for their customers and their service territories, without overwhelming the existing utility staff.

Another common thread related to utilities’ administrative costs (9 comments).  The fact that ConAug does not pay administrative costs was a big issue.  Many utilities commented that without C&RD administrative funds, they would not have been able to participate in ConAug.  It was also noted that this trend simply overstates the ConAug program cost effectiveness, since much of the ConAug's administrative costs are bourn by the C&RD.

Another theme that presented itself, is that small and rural utilities have fewer opportunities and higher costs.  If BPA wants these utilities are to pursue conservation,  they need more help financially, technically, and administratively than large utilities do (2 comments).   

Three other issues that each received 5 comments each, were about ease of implementation, the frequency of changes to BPA programs and the need for stable funding.  There was a plea for BPA to keep its program design easy to understand and implement on the utility level.  One of the problems that utilities face is the frequency that BPA changes credit or payment levels, measure specifications, and program requirements.  For many utilities, even limiting the changes to once a year creates a hardship for utility staff and end users.  Stable funding was also an issue.  Situations where the utility has to worry about whether funds will be available from one year to next makes it hard for utilities trying to implement programs and maintain momentum in the programs that have been successful.  Conservation opportunities do not always show up on a regular basis, so utilities need to be able to count on funds being available when they need them, without long lead times.  For ongoing programs, it is disappointing to customers when funds run out for common measures like weatherization, CFLs, and heat pumps.  It also makes it hard for utilities to operate programs when the funding is here today and gone tomorrow.  End users don’t have the time or the inclination to keep abreast of changes in conservation programs.  They just know that the local utility helped their neighbor and now they want the same assistance that was available last month or last year.

Several utilities noted that the Council’s plan has identified substantial opportunities in the residential sector.  Four utilities felt that BPA needs to offer more opportunities in the residential sector.  The C&RD seems to fill this need better than ConAug.  

There were several comments related to cost effectiveness targets proposed by BPA.  Many felt all of the low hanging fruit has been plucked  and that BPA needs to offer more than $1.3 M/MW (i.e., $0.148/kWh) to acquire remaining opportunities or to achieve the Councils targets (4 comments).  This issue (7 comments) shows up in the comments related to ConAug as well.   Generally these comments state that $1.3 M/MW is too low to acquire the needed energy conservation or is too low to acquire residential conservation.

Other comments that only appear once are as follows:

· If the C&RD funding level is reduced, BPA will have to rate base budgets for ConAug, which will generally force rates higher.

· BPA should establish cost effectiveness targets by sector.

· Credits or payments to utilities need to reflect actual measure life.

· Unless utilities are given a mandate, such as the C&RD, many general managers and utility boards cannot or will not find ways to convince their membership to fund conservation.

· BPA should put more emphasis on utility system upgrades.

· BPA should not require intensive oversite, as currently required under ConAug.

· The Council targets are too high and need to be scaled back.

· The Council targets are about right.

· BPA should provide more technical support.

· BPA should reduce staff, utilities do not need BPA technical support.

· Montana and Idaho need energy codes, BPA should not have to pay incentives to upgrade shell measures due to lack of building codes or shoddy construction practices.

· BPA should do more regional advertising, like it did with Super Good Cents.

· BPA needs to develop a program structure that provides equity, one size does not fit all.

· BPA needs to recognize that differing regional costs for conservation measures causes equity issues for many utilities.  CFLs are a good example, many utilities do not readily have access to low cost bulbs (i.e., $3/unit), but the C&RD credit has been lowered as a result of these lower cost opportunities.

ConAug

There were a few comments regarding ConAug (15 total).  Half of these comment (7) stated that $1.3 M/MW is too low.  This issue is discussed earlier in this paper.  Other comments, related to ConAug, are as follows:

· Decrements for slice customers do not make sense to affected utilities (2 comments).

· ConAug has become less flexible over time (2 comments).

· ConAug is not user friendly (1 comment).

· Off the shelf programs , such as ESO and LSO, work well (1 comment).

· ConAug does not work well for customers without substantial industrial or commercial loads (2 comments).

C&RD

Customers had a lot to say about the C&RD Program (123 comments total).  There were 26 comments that encouraged BPA to continue the C&RD program (Northwest Requirements Utilities (NRU) survey did not ask this question).  There were 37 comments to the effect that the current C&RD funding level (.05 mill/kWh of load) was about right (20 of these comments come from the NRU survey).  There were even 2 comments that supported the idea of raising the C&RD funding level and one

comment that stated that BPA should discontinue the C&RD.  

Another theme that emerged dealt with the C&RD as a funding mechanism for conservation and renewables.  Two respondents pointed out that the rate discount mechanism acts as a mandate requiring regional utilities to fund a minimum level of conservation or pay a higher rate to BPA.  Two comments pointed out that the C&RD provides conservation funds to utilities on an equitable basis (i.e., load).  Stated a different way (2 other comments), the C&RD funding mechanism is fair and allows various levels of participation without the perception that some utilities are getting more than their fair share.   Two comments pointed out that the C&RD is revenue neutral, BPA does not collect funds from utilities in rates, but rather requires utilities to fund the C&RD out of their revenue stream.  

There were 19 comments concerning the credit levels currently offered by the C&RD.  Five respondents felt that the C&RD credit levels were too generous.  Another 2 comments concurred that some of the C&RD credit levels were too generous, but that BPA should not lower C&RD credit a crossed the board unless the reductions are warranted by lower energy savings.  Three commenters pointed out that lowering the C&RD credits do not make the conservation cost less to the region, it just lowers BPA’s contribution to the measure costs.  Three respondents believe that the current C&RD cost effectiveness is about right.  One respondent pointed out that the current C&RD cost effectiveness of $2.3 M/MW is comparable to power purchases of $28/MWh and that the Council’s plan is currently using an avoided cost benchmark of $45/MWh, making the C&RD a good deal for the region.

Other general comments about the C&RD are as follows:

· Fine tuning of the C&RD is all that is needed for the next rate period (4 comments). 
· Constant adjustments to the C&RD are hard for utilities to deal with (3 comment).  
· Utilities should be required to run sustainable programs, so that C&RD funds do not run out before the rate period ends (1 comment).

· A higher level of oversight in the C&RD would be acceptable (1 comment).

· Keep renewables as part of the C&RD mix (5 comments).

· Keep donations as part of the C&RD mix (2 comments).

· Continue to make the Small Utility Track available in the C&RD (2 comments).
· The C&RD is easy to administer, track, and report (6 comments).

· The C&RD reporting process is too hard (1 comment).

· There are too many reporting options for each measure offered in the C&RD (i.e., heat pumps are segregated by Heating Zones, Cooling Zone, crawlspaces, basements, and half basements, etc.) (2 comments).

· Local costs should be considered when establishing C&RD credit levels (1 comment).

· The C&RD should offer fewer measure options and use weighted averages more (1 comment).

· Utilities should be required to use all of their C&RD funds for conservation or renewables, not just what it takes for the utility to satisfy their C&RD obligation.  This would make the cost of the C&RD equitable region wide (1 comment).
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