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C&RD Comment Log

2003 Public Review Process

Phase II

Comments are organized by subject

1) Proposed Changes to Policy Issues

General Comments on Bonneville’s Process for Policy Issues

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville seeks input on policy issues during the annual C&RD Public Review Process.  However, policy issues, other than those determined in the Rate Case, are Bonneville’s to decide, taking into consideration the comments that were received.  Bonneville agrees that the proposal to cap heat pump conversion and upgrade credits should have been described as a policy change as opposed to a technical change.  

In addition, it is important to remember that Bonneville, as described on pages 11 and 12 of the Administrator’s Record of Decision, signed February 12th, 2001, will periodically review the C&RD deemed energy savings and credits on any given measure. 

Page 11, February 12, 2001 Administrator’s ROD.

“Rather than using a blanket limitation on all measures, Bonneville has decided to review, on a case-by-case basis, those exceptional cases where costs appear to be exceptionally low compared to the value of the energy savings.  After this review, Bonneville may adjust the fixed credit that a measure is credited based on the facts associated with the measure”.

From:  Eugene Rosolie, PNGC

It appears a number of BPA internal policy decisions have had a significant affect on  the proposed C&RD program changes.  The problem is that these policy decisions have not been discussed with program participants and interested parties in any documents to date.  While we recognize that policy decisions are an important part of program development and management, we also believe that those decisions should be communicated and discussed with the program operators and interested parties early in the decision making process.  This rule should apply especially if the policy decisions are: the result of attempts to achieve goals other than those of the C&RD program; circumvent the normal C&RD decision making process; and in general undermine the overall integrity of the program.  It may be premature to say whether all of the policy decisions BPA has made in the current proposed C&RD changes have resulted in the aforementioned negative attributes but without full disclosure of the policy decisions how are we to know?  We suggest that BPA provide the participants with a discussion of the policy decisions it has made that affect the C&RD program and the results of those decisions on the program.

By way of example, on a number of occasions BPA has stated that there are times when utilities are claiming too much of one or another measure.  In the current proposed C&RD changes when explaining the modification to the Energy Star Windows measure that imposes a stricter requirement and make it more difficult for utilities to claim credit it states:

“…Due to the high volume of ENERGY STAR Prime Window replacements that were claimed under the C&RD, in 2002 and feedback from utilities that operate robust weatherization programs, it was decided that this requirement be reinstated…”

This statement makes it clear that BPA is judging and changing the value of measures based, at least in part, on the dollar amounts being claimed by utilities.  If it is BPA’s policy that when a particular measure receives a certain percentage of the C&RD dollars any given year(s), the value of that measure will be lowered, BPA should state that policy publicly.  Not to do so creates a “cat and mouse” game not a “robust” regional conservation program.

When PNGC Power and its members, agreed to the C&RD program in the PF ’02 rate case and  agreed to participate when the program was initiated early, it was with the understanding that the program would be based on objective valuation of the conservation measures and that a structured decision-making process would be established and adhered to.  We believe this structure is embodied in the form of the Regional Technical Forum (RTF).  Our concern stems from the fact that we are witnessing an ever increasing whittling away of this basic structure through unwritten “policy” decisions.  This trend is troubling.

At the same time it was our understanding, reinforced numerous times by BPA executives including the Administrator himself, that BPA was interested in creating sustainable energy conservation programs.  The C&RD program was a foundation piece to that sustainable program effort.  PNGC Power took BPA at its word and did exactly that, created sustainable programs using C&RD as the basis.  Now we face the situation of credits becoming more and more difficult to obtain because of ever changing standards, lowering measure values, credit caps, etc., year after year.  This situation raises questions as to the prudence of continuing on that sustainable course of action.  The choice PNGC Power faces is should we maintain our current sustainable program and risk incurring a significant financial liability or should we do as some others have, work to earn C&RD credit as fast as possible?  This situation of ever decreasing measure credits also raises a question of equity.

BPA in essence is penalizing those customers that believed in and followed the sustainable program philosophy and is rewarding those that decided to earn their C&RD credits as fast as possible.  The inequity lies in the fact that those who earned their credit early gained more benefit for themselves and their ratepayers than those who followed a sustainable program path.  This decrease in benefits directly affects our ratepayers to the advantage of others.  We do not believe the C&RD program should be a program that discriminates based on who can get the credits the fastest, how big the utility, or any other basis.  Unfortunately, discrimination is exactly the result of the proposed changes put forth by BPA, changes that disadvantage those who used C&RD the way the agency wanted us to.

PNGC Power realizes that several entities have commented, in this venue and others, that BPA should make significant changes to the C&RD program.  We believe that any such changes are inappropriate at this time.  As stated previously, there is an agreement between BPA and its customers regarding C&RD, a five-year program, and changes made have significant impacts on those utilities that have planned accordingly.  To make fundamental changes as now being proposed to the program is misguided and bad public policy for the many reasons already cited above.  

We believe that the C&RD program has the potential to continue as a significant conservation program in the Northwest and want to work to make it more successful.  A successful C&RD program, or any conservation program for that matter, depends on the utility personnel who are out in the field day to day and here in the Northwest it is a fairly dedicated group with years of experience.  We need to be viewed in that positive light and be partners with BPA in every aspect of this important program.  And, with the goal of a successful program in mind, we suggest BPA work with C&RD participants and the RTF to develop a set of guidelines for future changes in C&RD measure credit values or specifications through the end of the current rate period.  

FROM: Brent Barclay, Columbia River PUD

We ask that BPA and others who wish to scrutinize the C&RD Program, reference the key tenants of the original program concept.  These points can be found in section 1 of the Implementation Manual.  I will highlight several in particular that need to be taken into account as BPA considers issues now and in the future.  These principles were thoroughly debated and agreed to by a diverse group of regional stakeholders.  They made good sense three years ago and remain valid today.

· Local control of funds spent;

· Does not increase BPA's fixed costs; (comment - The 0.5 mil charge is on top of BPA's costs of doing business. It is the utilities that must rate base the extra cost so it is our customers that are essentially paying themselves to invest local conservation and renewables.)

· Simple to administer.

From:  Russell Dorran, Hermiston Energy Services

Finally, it appears that we are receiving conservation credits based more on cost than energy saved which seems to deviate from the whole purpose of the C&RD program to begin with.  This change in philosophy may prohibit utilities from being able to claim the full allocation of credits available to them for the five-year period.

a) Reporting
Non-Compliance with C&RD Program Requirements:
Bonneville’ Response:  Bonneville will not implement this proposal, but will pursue this change as a contract management issue.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

Non-Compliance, what is this saying? 

b) Performance Tested Comfort Systems( (PTCS() Duct Sealing
Climate Crafters Certification or Equivalent is Required:  

Bonneville’ Response:  Bonneville will continue to require that PTCS( level duct sealing, heat pump commissioning, and heat pump installation be certified by Climate Crafters or an equivalent as determined by the RTF.  During the next year, Bonneville will evaluate different implementation strategies using verification data secured during quality control inspections.
Salem Electric Roundtable Meeting

Utilities feel it is inconsistent that PTCS( certified utilities cannot certify PTCS(.  The draft policy says that is because utilities “have a financial interest”.  This is insulting and inconsistent.  Utilities can certify any other measure.  It makes no sense and it decreases PTCS( penetration.

Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

PTCS( Duct Sealing – discussed BPA proposal.  Utilities offered questions and suggested changes.  Some utilities have staff certified as Climate Crafters PTCS( inspectors who perform 100 percent inspections.  The utilities are interested that the end-user receives the value they pay for.  The end-user will always call the utility, not Climate Crafters or BPA. The utilities have a vested interest in quality installations, since they receive the calls.   Why would BPA want 10 percent inspections from Climate Crafters vs. 100 percent from utilities that have Climate Crafter Certified Inspectors doing inspections at their utility?  Utilities feel that the assumption of 3rd party is flawed.  Why does BPA single out this measure and not require 3rd party inspection for insulation and other measures?  If Energy Star( Certified homes are on the horizon, please work with Utilities to figure out the certification process, not a 3rd party.  PTCS( classes claim about $200 for PTCS( duct sealing.  Reality is about $1000.  Why embrace this? 

From:  Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

The cost of PTCS( for contractors is quite high already.  Having a third party inspect will add to the program cost.  Some utilities became certified assuming they would be able to inspect the PTCS( jobs.  How many third party inspections will be required?  It would be important that the disqualification of contractors is not too easy since they have invested time and money into becoming PTCS( Certified.  PTCS( is a hard sell, making it more costly, as well as difficult and should not be the goal of the program.

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland
PTCS( Duct Sealing: Duct sealing has been proven to be beneficial to a large number of homeowners.  However, the cost rarely justifies the energy savings.  Contractors in our area charge between $750 and $1200 for duct seal.  Their prices reflect a total lack of desire to promote this product.  Contractors are upset that they have to pay an ongoing fee to Climate Crafters.

As a utility we see little value in the Climate Crafters organization.  Most utilities in our area inspect 100 percent of the duct seal jobs, yet we have to pay Climate Crafters $25/job to get C&RD credit.  In theory Climate Crafters should be inspecting 10 percent of our duct seals.  We have not had any inspections from Climate Crafters.  What’s the point to continually paying them? 

The RTF should encourage a professional organization such as NATE or NWPPA to certify and train contractors and inspectors.  Utilities that have certified inspectors and inspect 100 percent should not be required to use a third party inspector.  If utilities are not inspecting 100 percent of their duct seal, a third party should inspect and certify 10 percent.  If problems are revealed, more inspection would be called for.

From: Miquette Ihrig, Klickitat PUD

“The certifying organization must not have a monetary interest in whether or not a PTCS( job qualifies.” In all other aspects of the C&RD program, KPUD has been inspecting 100 percent of the jobs in order to assure ourselves and the customer that they are “getting what they pay for”.  This has BPA’s approval, yet in this particular case it does not. KPUD has a vested interest in garnering and retaining our customers trust in us and the program. KPUD has gone through the expense and time of having the Energy Services Specialist PTCS( certified, and bought the equipment necessary to do the testing, i.e., blower door, duct blaster, two manometers plus a temperature probe and vane anemometer. KPUD does not feel the need to have these jobs pass if in fact it doesn’t, as that does not serve the needs of our customers. Having satisfied customers that trust their local PUD is our ultimate objective. KPUD also feels that working with an organization like NATE for training and certification for our specific purposes is a better path to follow than trying to justify using Climate Crafters. NATE is already well established, well versed in training and certification and has an excellent reputation.  It would be better policy to keep the inspection criteria consistent as possible within the C&RD program.

From:  Eugene Rosolie, PNGC

It is our understanding that the intent of this section is to exclude qualified utility inspection of PTCS( work.  We strongly disagree with this requirement.  If utility personnel or contractors are certified by the appropriate body there is no good reason to exclude their inspections.  Utilities have required training for auditors and inspectors to meet BPA’s requirements for a number of years.  A number of PNGC Power members inspect 100 percent of  installs to ensure a quality product for their customers and feel a random 10 percent inspection would not meet their customer’s needs.  Also, by having utility involvement and inspecting in some cases up to 100 percent of the installs, we are better able to ensure heating and cooling contractors are meeting installation requirements as required through the C&RD guidelines.  The utility is the responsible party called if the customer is unhappy with the results of the installation.  The utility needs to be able to guarantee installations are completed as efficiently, accurately and cost effectively as possible.

Further, as the RTF and BPA put more emphasis on PTCS( it is important the service be delivered in an efficient and cost effective manner.  By excluding utility inspection and certification of work BPA is erecting an unnecessary barrier to market transformation of PTCS(.  The result of this policy will continue to be spotty inspections, higher cost, and poor program performance.  Instead of making it more difficult - BPA should be making it easier!

From Steve Hatcher, Tacoma Power and Light

However, we do have concerns about the Proposed Changes to Policy Issues, particularly the issue related to the Section 1) b) Performance Tested Comfort Systems( (PTCS() Duct Sealing.  

Our concern begins with the fourth sentence:  "Climate Crafters is currently providing this service for a fee, but any third party determined equivalent by the RTF can provide this service.  The certifying organization must not have a monetary interest in whether or not a PTCS( job qualifies."

Recommendation:  We recommend deletion of the last sentence under this section, and clarify the definition of "third party."

Discussion:  The current proposal regarding Climate Crafter’s role would limit Tacoma Power’s ability to implement PTCS( duct sealing services.  We currently have staff trained and certified to inspect heat pumps and certify duct sealing to PTCS( specifications. This proposal encourages Tacoma Power and other utilities to install heat pumps to the RTF specifications and claim the lower credit and savings rather than add the additional cost of contracting with a third party to do the PTCS( certifications.  It is the culture of Tacoma Power to develop, implement and inspect any and all energy efficiency programs/projects in house.

We will assume full responsibility for insuring that heat pump installations completed under our planned program meet the PTCS( specifications and that the heat pump and duct systems will perform to high standards as indicated in the PTCS( trainings.  Our staff, fully certified under PTCS( training, will conduct inspections.  We have the requisite equipment.  Under our proposed program no job will be passed (nor rebate paid) until the job meets PTCS( specifications.

Our primary interest is to have a cost-effective, credible program that results in well-trained trade allies and satisfied customers with professionally installed heat pumps and duct systems that perform according to PTCS( standards.  The proposed changes will inhibit this goal.

From: Darroll Clark, Franklin Co. PUD

PTCS:  This program is too expensive.  Figure the cost of two people and all their loading for at least half a day plus the truck and other administration costs.  Then add some material cost. Our Installers are charging our customers somewhere around $800. Of course this in not the end of the expense to the region.  If the program only fixed the really leaky ducts, PTCS( may have an acceptable payback to the customer.  I believe PTCS( has priced the duct program out of our program and out of the installers desire to participate.  We will still focus on good sealed ducts for our customers but we believe most of our customers will forgo the overweight PTCS( program.

From:  Russell Dorran, Hermiston Energy Services

I am responding to BPA’s proposed changes in the C&RD program.  We disagree with the requirement that Climate Crafters Certification or Equivalent is required.  HES inspects 100 percent of our installations to ensure a quality product for our customers and we are the party responsible to these customers if they experience unhappy results.  We suggest you offer additional training for auditors and inspectors to meet PTCS( certification to certify utility personnel or third party contractors if needed.

2) Proposed Technical Changes

a) Air Source Heat Pumps

From Steve Hatcher, Tacoma Power and Light

The Proposed Technical Changes related to Air Source Heat Pumps for the FY2004 Program appear to be reasonable.

New Construction:  

Bonneville Response: Starting October 1, 2003, Bonneville will require that heat pump conversion credits only be applied to existing site built homes.  New site built homes will be required to utilize the heat pump upgrade credit.  The heat pump conversion credit will still be available for new manufactured homes. 
From: John Friederichs, Ferry County PUD #1

Would the SGC mobile home upgrade remain?  I see the new construction is mentioned, but not mobiles.  Since mobiles are the predominant "new construction" in our area, this is one I'd hate to lose.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

When we have offered heat pump rebates on new construction we required that they build to the old State Energy Electric Resistance Path, making the shell of the home much better than the Heat Pump Path.
Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

Utilities would like to have new manufactured homes qualify for HP credit for the following reasons.  Purchasers look at package price, with manufactured home, land, well, drain fields, etc. – an incentive for efficient HP on the front end makes sense.  Standard practice is forced air furnace with air conditioning.  If no air conditioning, inefficient wall units are added.  Makes sense in Manufactured Homes to affect the decision on the front end with an incentive for an efficient Heat Pump.  

From:  Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

The District requires that the home be built to the old Washington State Energy Code for Electric Resistance Heat to receive the heat pump rebate.  This ensures the shell of the home is efficient as well as the heat system.  The customer is required to furnish a Wattsun calc, and when the home is finished a Certificate of Insulation.

From:  Eugene Rosolie, PNGC

BPA is proposing to revise the Eligibility Requirements for Air Source Heat Pump Conversions in Post 92 Construction so that conversions are applicable only to existing homes and heating systems.  We do not disagree with this proposed revision for post-92 on-site construction.  PNGC Power’s service area sees a high percentage of manufactured home development.  We also have a populations in which a high percentage of families are low to median wage earners.  Typically, manufactured homes are installed as part of a land/home package.  Manufactured homes when purchased do not come with a heating and cooling system installed with the purchase price.  They are constructed with duct work and everything ready to be attached to whatever type of system a buyer prefers, forced air, gas, heat pump, etc.  Normally, in this scenario, the buyer will ask for the least expensive unit to be installed as he/she is already financing the purchase of the property, installation of utilities, the manufactured home, installation of the home and various other necessities.  We feel by proposing this change, BPA is not providing enough incentive to encourage this type of home to install energy efficient heat pump systems.  This issue was discussed at a Roundtable meeting in Pasco on May 13, 2003, and it was mentioned that the home owner would always have the chance to change their system years later.  While that may be true, in the meantime the owner would be stuck with an inefficient heating and cooling system and more energy would be used than is required.  At the same time the region runs the risk of  creating a lost opportunity.  We request this be reconsidered and continue allowing new post-92 manufactured homes to claim installations of heat pump units as conversions, which will allow a higher credit to be claimed than if they had to be claimed as upgrades. 

FROM: Brent Barclay, Columbia River PUD

Air-source heat pumps - new construction:  We believe that new construction needs to be divided into site-built and factory-built types with rules that apply differentially.  We have no problem with utilizing an "upgrade" deemed savings value for newly constructed site-built dwellings. We do not agree that this rule should apply to factory-built homes. 

It has been our experience over the past 15 years that we have operated a heat pump program, that only a small fraction of new manufactured homes get initially sited with a heat pump system. The ones that do have a heat pump from day one, have the cheapest, minimum efficiency system money can buy. This occurs for a couple of reasons. One, often times the purchaser is making a real financial stretch to get into the home in the first place and therefore they pass on the heat pump option. Or they buy the heat pump as part of the home package. When packaged  with the home, it is sold by the manufactured home dealership who has a sub-contracting relationship with a HVAC company. These order-filler HVAC dealers do not typically participate in any Utility energy efficiency programs. They are companies that travel from outside the area where the home is sited and slap the unit in as quick and inexpensively as possible. If the C&RD credit is reduced as a result of this policy decision, the utility will have no choice but to reduce our incentive. The result will be that either the heat pump doesn't get

installed at all or the owner seeks the services of a HVAC dealer that doesn't endorse the higher standards called for by the utility industry.

From:  Russell Dorran, Hermiston Energy Services

For new construction, BPA is proposing to revise the eligibility requirements for Air Source Heat Pump Conservation in Post 92 construction so that conservations are applicable only to existing homes and heating systems.  We request that this be reconsidered and continue allowing new Post 92 manufactured homes to claim installations of heat pump units as conservations which will allow a higher credit to be claimed as upgrade.

Lowering Deemed and Deemed Calculated Heat Pump Conversion Values:  

Bonneville Response:  The proposed C&RD credits for heat pump conversions, that customers and interested parties were asked to comment on, have been superceded by new C&RD Credits proposed by the RTF.  In the process of converting the "duct system efficiency" model from one programming language to another, Ecotope found some errors in the equations in the model that had been there since the model was built for EPRI several years back.  Once these were corrected they re-ran the PTCS( and Non-PTCS( assumptions.  The results were different. Since the duct system efficiency results interact with the heat pump efficiency results and the climate zone adjustments, all of the heat pump conversion, heat pump upgrade and PTCS( savings and credits change.  Some of the energy savings values go down slightly, but a majority go up slightly.  The City of Richland’s representative, Dawn Senger, commented at the June 4, 200,3 RTF Meeting that these results are very similar to their own.  Bonneville will adopt the most recent RTF heat pump conversions energy savings values.

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland
The City of Richland is in agreement with the RTF that the current deemed values and the values derived from the heat pump calculator are generous, however, we continue to question what those values should be.  In 1997 The City of Richland performed a detailed savings analysis of its heat pump program.  A summary of that study follows:

· 54 homes were included in the study.  All participated in the City of Richland’s WeatherWise loan program.  

· The electric consumption history from 1992 to 1997 was used to determine pre and post usage.  

· Energy use per day as a function of weather was determined.  A 31-year average weather was used in the weather adjustment.

· The calculated savings were for the heating season only.

· All occupants were interviewed to determine if other weatherization had taken place.  

· All heat pumps had one or more outdoor thermostats.

· If home ownership had changed hands in the previous 5 years they were eliminated from the study.  

· Four categories were derived from this study.  All participants, those that fell in the 70, 80, and 90 percentile of predicted outcome.  35 participants fell into the 70 percentile.  32 fell into the 80 percentile and 22 fell into the 90 percentile.

· The average annual kWh savings was 2,000 kWh per ton.

There is a 16 percent difference between the current RTF and the 1997 City of Richland study.  Tom Eckman of the RTF did recognize that in the Richland study the average house was 2,083 square feet.  The average house size the RTF is using is 1,600 square feet.  Therefore, the optional square foot estimated savings was implemented.  Although this consideration is appreciated the proposed changes in the deemed value are a 25 percent reduction in our C&RD credit vs. a 16 percent reduction.

The following chart illustrates the effect that the proposed RTF changes and the proposed BPA caps will have on C&RD programs in heating zone 1, cooling zone 3.  This sample was taken from seven months of actual reporting and considered heat pumps only.

	
	C&RD Credit w/o caps
	Reduction in credit w/o caps
	C&RD Credit with caps
	Reduction in credit with caps

	Current C&RD level
	$139,146
	
	
	

	City of Richland 1997 Heat pump study
	$117,213
	16%

reduction
	$79,298
	43%

reduction

	RTF proposed deemed value
	$86,655
	38%

reduction
	$79,298
	43%

reduction

	RTF proposed sq. ft. value
	$104,729
	25%

reduction
	$79,298
	43%

reduction


Since the City of Richland’s study was completed, many improvements have been made in the heat pump industry.  95 percent of all heat pumps installed today in our area have TXV valves.  85 percent have automatic defrost.  The average HSPF has risen from 8.24 to 8.55.  Although cooling savings was not used in the Richland study the average SEER has risen considerably.    

Considering the depth and detail in the City of Richland study we suggest that BPA lower the deemed values by no more than a 16 percent in heating zone 1.  The City of Richland has hard data that backs up this request and is more comfortable with the outcome of a specific study done in our area that included utility participants only as well as the above mentioned controls.  If BPA thinks we are an anomaly they should provide funds for similar types of studies to be preformed at other utilities. (A copy of the Richland heat pump study is available by fax to other utilities by request).

Heat Pumps on homes with Basements, ½ Basements, and Crawlspaces: 

Bonneville Response:  This proposed change will be implemented.  This change was discussed at the June 4 , 2003, RTF Meeting and the RTF recommended that this change be implemented as proposed.

From: John Friederichs, Ferry County PUD #1

I'd like to amend the idea of making allowances for ducts running through basements, also the cap on the rebate.  We haven't needed to go the full amount to encourage folks to make the upgrade, so why pay out the bucks?  My mercenary instincts say 'take the money', but it really is a silly expenditure if it isn't needed to get the job done.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

Heat Pumps with Basements, 1/2 Basements, and Crawl Spaces, does it affect our climate zone that much?

From: Larry Dunbar, City of Port Angeles

Heat Pumps.  The addition of another category of variables (crawlspace, partial basement and basement) to determine a credit adds complexity to the program.  The current C&RD for a heat pump depends on at least five categories of variables (climate zone, existing HVAC type, building type, PTC, cooling/no cooling).  Each category has several variables and additional variables can be used with the tradeoff calculator.  Are we really gaining more accuracy that's worthwhile by adding another variable?  Can you imagine how hard it is for the City to market this or explain it to a consumer?

Heat Pump Upgrade Value Changes:  

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed, see response to Heat Pump Conversion Value Changes.

Capping the C&RD Credit for Heat Pump Conversions:

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will not be capping heat pump conversion credits.

From: Elissa Glassman, Northern Lights, Inc
 

Since January 1, 2003, I have informed many Northern Lights' (NLI) members about the current heat pump rebates available from BPA.  Some of these members will not be building until fall and some are now wintering in a warmer climate and will not return to build homes in the Sandpoint area until this summer.  These members were not told that the rebate would change October 1.  As a matter of fact, all Northern Lights' (NLI) energy rebate offers are good through the end of 2003.  So, in an effort to stick to my word about the amount of rebates available, I feel that these members ( who have the understanding they have until December 31 to install their heat pumps and probably will not contact me again until after their heat pumps are installed, should be offered a "grand fathered time period" (until December 31, 2003) where these members can receive the current heat pump rebate values.  And for BPA to still honor the current C & RD amounts for all heat pumps installed through December 31, 2003.
 

I have told many members that these rebates were available and in good faith I want to honor the current rebate amounts I informed them would be available.  Our members are aware that our programs change January 1 of each year --but not October 1 when many homes are still in the process of being completed with heating systems. 
 

I do hope RTF considers this, as it is important that our members trust the information they have been given regarding rebate amounts.
 

Salem Electric Roundtable Meeting

1. Capping Air Source Heat Pump Credits is really a policy issue not a technical issue.  Bonneville should provide reasons for capping and the methodology used to develop the caps.  It is really unfair to ask for comments without knowing the background.

2. Please provide legends on the Heat Pump Credit Analysis Graphs.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

Capping values seem higher than what we have available now, especially on the upgrades.

From: PAT DIDION, Milton-Freewater City Light and Power
C&RD money is utility money.  If a utility passes along enough incentive to overpay for a measure, it is their choice and maybe that utility should re-think their marketing plan.  I believe most utilities are very cost conscious.  Most of us have fought the cost effectiveness battle of conservation for a long time.  In many instances I have found our utility to be even stricter in our standards than BPA.  Set guidelines maybe, but no caps.
Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

City of Richland suggests that their Heat Pump study has greater accuracy than RTF calculations.  Each installation was sub-metered.  The results of the study were weather adjusted using Enact Software from the WSEO.  Specifications were more stringent than code, but in line with the current offering.  Outdoor thermostats were used.  Presently there are better heat pumps manufactured and heat pump installers with more experience.  We should expect the same or better energy savings.  Contact the City of Richland, or Larry Dunbar with City of Port Angeles, or Jeff McCullough of PNL for additional information on this study.  

· COR won’t accept less than 16 percent reduction

· Oppose Caps that seem arbitrary.

· Oppose shift from value of savings to cost of measure.

Klickitat PUD and Benton REA may have difficult time using credit due to reduced values.  Original forecast of ability to use C&RD based on original C&RD values.  Frustration showed as some utilities were wise to use maximum payment of C&RD first year or two knowing that BPA would change the program.

From: Darroll Clark, Franklin Co. PUD

The Capping of Credit for heat pumps.  This creates two groups of customers for BPA.  Those who were able to get credit according to value and those who were deprived of the same opportunity.  The deprived group will likely not to forget that BPA gave them design concepts that are suppose to last five years only to have BPA decide to change the rules midstream.  There would be those BPA customers that were unable have that option because that believed that BPA would finally have a more stable and unchanging program.  So, BPA will be creating even a bigger gap between those who get their conservation credits achieved early and those that are slowed down even more and make it harder to achieve full credit.  This seems to me a policy change that can only strain BPA' customer relations.  I hope that BPA makes the decision to treat their customers equitably and not impose this cap.

FROM: Brent Barclay, Columbia River PUD

Capping C&RD credits for heat pump conversions: We believe the credits should not be capped.  We take this position due to the fact that Columbia River PUD implements our overall C&RD program by adhering to a very important principle, agreed upon by our Board and management at the design stage of our programs.  This principle directs staff to devise a broad array of program offers that will engage the maximum number of customers and hence provide the most energy saving value.  And to do this spread out over the full five years.

In order to accomplish this, we felt it necessary to establish incentive amounts which were at such a level as would be compelling to our customers to take action.  In some cases, our incentives are larger than the credit.  In other cases, the credit is larger than the incentive.  Our goal is to have the total amount of incentives paid to customers, across all programs equal to the credits earned.  We are counting on the occasional "large" heat pump credit to "off-set" those instances where we have paid an incentive that is larger than the credit.  This approach has proven to be very successful in meeting our goals of high participation rates, stable incentive levels, and simplicity in our program design.  Again, strongly urge BPA to not cap the credits. However, if that position is untenable to you, then we would insist that you at least raise the proposed caps to an amount more like $3,000 for PTCS( and $2,500 for RTF specs. What you have proposed is far too drastic of a reduction.

From:  Russell Dorran, Hermiston Energy Services

We disagree with the proposal to capping the C&RD credit for heat pump conservations, as this in effect does not adequately cover the entire cost of implementation.  We support keeping the credit value as it is currently.

Capping the C&RD Credit for Heat Pump Upgrades:
Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will not be capping heat pump upgrade credits.

Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

Doesn’t make sense.  Value of savings should be the driver of C&RD credit in Option B.  Pay for value of savings.  Seems like a fundamental change in policy from kWh value to cost of measure.  Has intent of program changed?  If BPA has shifted from value of savings to cost-based there should be an EXIT Agreement for utilities.  It was noted that utilities paid ½ mill in rates for C&RD.  C&RD credit is utility money.  The 20 percent or $32,850 is inadequate for Administrative cost reimbursement.  Utilities depend upon the higher credit for higher savings measures to use for administrative costs of other measures (e.g., hiring a consultant).  This is exactly the way the C&RD was designed under Option B.  The shift to cost caps on measures departs from that fundamental premise.  The credit should not be more than 100 percent of the cost, but other than that, there should not be cost caps.  The credit should be based on the kWh savings value.   

Klickitat PUD is wisely using the C&RD dollars in option B that are not passed on to the consumer to build a sustainable loan program for the lean times.  Cost cap on high kWh value measures will preclude this activity.

From: Larry Dunbar, City of Port Angeles

We do not understand why caps are proposed for heat pumps, could you provide an explanation?  In several situations the energy savings and C&RD amounts exceed the proposed caps.  Why shouldn't the City be able to claim the entire C&RD amount?  Are there caps being proposed for other energy conservation measures?

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland
Heat Pump Caps:  Section 2 of the proposed changes discusses capping C&RD credit.  The City of Richland disagrees with this proposed change.

· The cap appears to be arbitrary.  BPA states that the cap is based on cost of the conservation measure, yet the cap is set at a stated amount, between $1,000 and $2,000, depending on the measure.

· It appears this is a policy shift and a fundamental change from the intent of the program; i.e., from a value-based program to a cost-based program.  If BPA is intent on changing the concept of the program that utilities opted to be involved with, an option should be in place to allow utilities to use the transition program that was in place prior to the existing C&RD program.

· When utilities pay for energy through their wholesale power rate, imbedded in that rate is a value for conservation.  The utilities then recoup the C&RD credit via conservation measures and deemed values.  BPA needs to recognize that utilities have already paid for conservation through the wholesale rates.  BPA is justifying caps by reason that utilities are not contributing enough to the cost of conservation.  When looking at the source of conservation funds, it is obvious that utilities ARE contributing substantially; therefore caps are not defensible. 

· Some utilities accomplished their projected conservation work early on in the program and obtained all funding.  Other utilities took a more consistent approach and projected to spend their funds over the life of the program.  BPA is now, with the proposed change, penalizing those utilities taking the more even expenditure approach by capping their conservation efforts.

· In order for utilities to realize the same dollar savings under a capped approach, the utility would have to find more kWh savings.  They may have to increase staff to do this, which would increase the participating utility’s administration expenditures.

From: Miquette Ihrig, Klickitat PUD
It appeared that the reasoning behind the caps on Heat Pumps was due to the cost of the measure and the amount of credit for the same, having a wide spread in some cases.  The value to the region in the amount of kWh savings is still there, especially with the new alignment of credits in the heat pump area.  We understood this to be what the whole program was based on.  In KPUD’s case we chose to institute a loan program that will hopefully be self sufficient after the C&RD program has gone away.  This affords our customers an avenue to install energy conservation measures in the face of no availability of BPA programs.  Most of us are not looking to line our pockets with gold, and we chose to pace our programs to match the allotted time that BPA chose for the program.  We chose to follow this path as it is better for our customers that we have the time to do 100 percent inspections and can take the time to catch all the mistakes or details that have a tendency to slip by when the Energy Services Dept. is overrun with customers.  If a cap is instituted because of the gap in cost versus credit, it effectively dings all of us that did not spend our credit in the first year or two.  They have now received full credit while the rest of us get to bear the brunt of the capping. 

We all collectively have been charged the ½ mil. for conservation and are now trying to get it back in the form of credits supposedly based on the value to the region in energy savings.  Getting those savings has increasingly become harder as specifications have tightened up, and credits have been reduced, and we have all adapted paperwork, inspections, etc., to comply with all the changes.  Putting a cap on the credits seems to be a big departure from what was proclaimed at the beginning of the program as the basis for assigning credits.  The region still benefits from the energy savings to the full tune of the measure, yet we do not get full credit for that savings.  We are your customers, and I can guarantee we would not treat our customers with such discrimination.  We do not believe that you should either.

From:  Eugene Rosolie, PNGC

We strongly disagree with this proposed change.  It is our belief that BPA doesn’t understand the full cost to the utility for implementing this measure.  This proposal appears to be based solely on the amount that is passed on to the end use customer.  The administrative allowance does not adequately cover the entire cost of implementation.  We support keeping the credit value as it is currently without caps.  

FROM: Brent Barclay, Columbia River PUD

Capping C&RD credits for heat pump upgrades: We believe the credits should not be capped.  We take this position due to the fact that Columbia River PUD implements our overall C&RD program by adhering to a very important principle, agreed upon by our Board and management at the design stage of our programs.  This principle directs staff to devise a broad array of program offers that will engage the maximum number of customers and hence provide the most energy saving value.  And to do this spread out over the full five years.

In order to accomplish this, we felt it necessary to establish incentive amounts which were at such a level as would be compelling to our customers to take action.  In some cases, our incentives are larger than the credit.  In other cases, the credit is larger than the incentive.  Our goal is to have the total amount of incentives paid to customers, across all programs equal to the credits earned.  We are counting on the occasional "large" heat pump credit to "off-set" those instances where we have paid an incentive that is larger than the credit.  This approach has proven to be very successful in meeting our goals of high participation rates, stable incentive levels, and simplicity in our program design.  Again, strongly urge BPA to not cap the credits.

Alternate Units Available to determine C&RD Heat Pump Credits:
Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

Changing “O&M” to “Commissioning”: 

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will drop the use of the term “O&M”, in favor of “Commissioning” when describing heat pump measures.

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland
Considering the cost of commissioning and the minimal increase of the additional credit, the future of PTCS( commissioning is questionable.  If a TXV is installed, an outdoor thermostat is installed, ducts are tested, an automatic defrost is in place and temperature rise test is performed by a utility inspector, most of your kWh savings will be captured.  The added assurance that an O&M tool provides is not significant enough to justify the equipment and training cost.

The w/ and w/o PTCS designation will be dropped:
Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

Update Heat Pump Calculator:
Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

Air Source Heat Pump Installation Standards: 

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement the RTF Specifications for Air Source Heat Pump Installations as recommended by the RTF.

From: Dave Wimpy, Tillamook People's Utility District

Proposed change: EER 11.0 for Split systems.  Does this really make sense for cooling zone 1?  We can easily achieve the 8.0 HSPF and 12.5 to 13.0 SEER, but the EER of 11.0 drives some of the dealers in to higher cost equipment.  This does not make our heat pump program look very good the end user, our customer.  Could the SEER and EER be lowered for cooling Zone 1?  

Bonneville Comment:  An Energy Efficiency Rating (EER) of 11 for Split is an Energy Star( requirement.  However, the utility could use the HSPF/SEER Heat Pump Trade Off Calculator and accept the lower energy savings and resulting C&RD Credit associated with going to a lower SEER.

From: Jim Dolan, Pacific County PUD

Since dropping our heat pump program, I hear that contractors are bidding low quality equipment again and that they have stocked up on lots of duct tape.  I sure see a lot of energy savings coming from these units.
From: PAT DIDION, Milton-Freewater City Light and Power
I think we may be spending dollars chasing dimes here.  I am all for a quality installation but these proposed requirements are costly.  A good utility program coupled with good installers will police itself.  Views stated by Franklin and Klickitat are right on the money.

Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

Regarding the Installations Standards.  It was noted that the heat pump specifications were written by Umatilla Electric and Benton PUD.  The RTF, with BPA approval, has added cost for testing equipment and resulting higher administrative cost.  There should be some latitude because the utilities are doing a good job.  Stop mentality that the guys with calculators know all the answers.  Utilities tired of subsidizing the added tests & complexity/detail.  Too much time spent finding the minutia of kWh instead of finding a reasonable Regional average.  Think it is the wrong direction for this Region to go.  How many heat pumps are being driven away from a “Quality Program?  Utilities are not interested in keeping Climate Crafters in business.  Focus should be on savings, and local quality control.  

KPUD:   In order to qualify under Climate Crafters, utilities have to go back in cooling season to check refrigerant.  This is not cost effective, do not have the staff time to go back in the cooling season.  Using the TXV expansion valve could eliminate that.  The RTF rejected the utility recommendation of the TXV Expansion Valve Solution.  Following is Tom Eckman’s explanation.  Utility staff would like BPA to re-consider.  

From: Tom Eckman, Regional Technical Forum

After consulting with Ecotope, who in turn consulted with John Proctor, the judgment is that refrigerant charge verification using either a sub cool or superheat method is required in order to claim an installation equivalent to PTCS(.  While TXVs clearly can compensate for some level of both over and undercharging, the position of the technical folks is that "performance tested" means that the HP "charge and flow" have been verified through in field testing.  Reliance on a TXV to compensate refrigerant charge verification is, therefore, not acceptable if a utility wants to claim credit for an installation "PTCS( or equivalent" installation. 

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland 

Many questions arise from the Ecotope study.  Were the heat pumps installed and inspected under a utility program?  Of the 75 percent that had under or over charge in refrigerant, how many had TXV valves?  (When a TXV is installed you can be over or under charged by as much as 20 percent and have only a 2 percent reduction in efficiency.)  How many units had outdoor thermostats installed?  Was billing data analyzed?  

Bonneville Comment:  The TXV valve is very effective in compensating for variations in the refrigerant charge within a certain range.  However, the refrigerant charge still needs to be verified using an approved method to determine if it is within that acceptable range.

From: Darroll Clark, Franklin Co. PUD

Requiring Duct System Sizing Documentation.  Do not require duct system sizing documentation.  Instead, require proper air- flow and tight ductwork.  Requiring more paperwork can only increase the cost of installations.  This is money that otherwise could be installing more energy saving measures in the region.

Bonneville Comment:  Documentation of the duct system sizing is optional, but a recommended practice.

Requiring an Outside Thermostat.  No, don’t require an outside thermostat. Require an outside temperature sensor controller.  We discontinued the requirement of outside thermostats as it had more cost for little benefit compared to outside temperature sensor connected to a smart thermostat.

Bonneville Comment:  Outside thermostats are a recommendation practice, not a requirement.

From: Chris Johnson, Benton Co. PUD

We have reviewed the proposed 2004 C&RD changes and have the following comments to what you refer to in the RTF "Air Source Heat Pump Installation Standards"  ... 

Section 4.0 Equipment Selection

4.1.7  Duct system efficiency of 80 percent...  This is ok for new construction but too restrictive for retrofit.  (needs more clarification)

6.1.8 Zone Pressure Relief - Does "should ", mean option or mandatory?  Mandatory would discourage installations because of the additional required costs.

Bonneville Comment:  ‘Should’ means that it is recommended.  ‘Shall’ means that it is required.

Section 6.0 Duct Installation

6.2.2.1 All new metal ducts and plenums...

Is "installed" defined as final insulation value after installed or nominal value stamped on the insulation?

Bonneville Comment:  The specifications require an installed value  of R8, so a nominal R-11 batt, installed properly, would result in an installed value of R8.
b) Residential Lighting

Compact Fluorescent Lights (CFL):  

Bonneville Response:    Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

CFL changes really shoot down the idea encouraging people to install fixtures rather than screw-in CFL bulbs. 

Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

Residential Lighting CFL’s – OK

From:  Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

This sounds like it applies to all CFL measures including fixtures when I think it only applies to screw-in bulbs.

Bonneville Response:  This change does not apply to CFL Fixtures.

c) Solar Water Heating Measures

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

The solar water heating measure changes does not take in consideration the efficiency of different types of systems. 

d) WeatherWise Specifications and Energy Star( Windows

From: Dave Wimpy, Tillamook People's Utility District

· Weatherwise Specifications and Energy Star( Replacement Windows:  I agree that the home should be fully weatherized before windows are allowed.  However, older homes without wall insulation, should be allowed due to the increased cost of adding the wall insulation to the home.  Also, most folks who have older homes(1920 to 1950) do not want a contractor drilling and plugging holes every 16 to 24 inches on their exterior walls.  Many of the older homes have asbestos in the siding and the insulation contractor will not blow the walls, but they can replace the windows.

· Weatherwise Specifications and Energy Star( Replacement Windows:  How will this change be handled with MFG homes?

· Could the window replacement specification be changed to only replace windows with single glass? Due to the number of windows that we have done, TPUD is currently looking at only replacing single glazed windows for our weatherization program next year.

· An exception, to allow window installation, in homes that would require rigid exterior roof insulation or  rigid interior insulation and sheet rock over T&G vaulted ceilings.  Most folks do not want to lose the wood look in the home, and it makes economic sense to recommend that the insulation be applied to the exterior at the time a new roof is installed.

From: Jim Dolan, Pacific County PUD

Pacific County PUD is in total disagreement with the proposed changes in the C&RD for window replacements.  We feel that the window measure is a stand alone measure.  I cannot see any benefit to BPA by limiting windows only to homes that install all insulation measures.  When BPA was paying 85 percent of the installed cost of all the measures it was not such a financial burden to the customer.  Now that you only cover approximately 20 percent of the cost, to install multiple measures could easily put windows out of reach for many of our customers. BPA, in the end, would lose out on the savings.  It should not matter to BPA what measures customers want to install.  In fact, I would think that BPA would try to encourage people to do whatever they can in the installation of energy saving measures, not throwing up road blocks as you have with the heat pumps.

Since we have the highest low income per capita in the State of Washington, we have many customers who do single measures over time because they cannot afford to do all of them at once.  If this crazy idea gets approved, we will ask for a waiver from this requirement to the

C&RD.

Salem Electric Roundtable Meeting

· Please provide minimum insulation levels that qualify as completed measure for the Prime Window Replacement criteria, i.e., if the attic has an R-19 and the floor cavity is full, have all measures been done in order for the home to qualify for window replacements?

· Does the WeatherWise/Prime Window Replacement requirement affect manufactured homes?

From: Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

· How different are the specs from the weatherization specs we currently use? 

· WeatherWise:  Can we do some of the windows or do we need to change them all? 

· What is the definition of prime window?
From: Van Ashton, Idaho Energy Authority

ENERGY STAR( WINDOWS.  On behalf of the Idaho Energy Authority (which operates a robust weatherization program and was not given an opportunity to provide feedback on this issue) we submit that prime window replacements should be allowed as a stand alone measure; or, utilities should be given the option of how they operate the program in their service territory.

Simply stated, "We would rather have a little bit of something, than all of nothing."  Many customers cannot afford to install all recommended measures, but can afford one or two.  If it is okay to receive credit for installing just ceiling insulation, then why not just windows?  If the argument is that windows don't provide the same amount of savings absent the other measures, then the same logic can be used in reverse.  We don't feel one measure should be held hostage by another.

IDEA operates a loan program and the customer is ultimately paying for the entire cost of the measure.  The customer should have the ability to decide which measures he wishes to install in his home.  If there are energy savings associated with windows, they should be allowed as a stand alone measure.  If the current C&R credit is based upon interaction with other measures, it should be adjusted accordingly.

We would also assume that if all other measures have already been installed, then windows would qualify as a measure.

From: Dave Wimpy, Tillamook People's Utility District

Weatherwise Specifications and Energy Star( Replacement Windows:  How will this change be handled with MFG homes?

From: PAT DIDION, Milton-Freewater City Light and Power
If and when windows are offered to our customers the measure should be a utility/customer choice.  Once again cost effectiveness is an issue.  If a utility is really trying to do the best for the customer and the region (and not over pay for the measure) the utility will do their job and 'sell' the customer on the advantages of insulating first to get the biggest bang for the buck.  Let us do our job.
Franklin PUD Round Table Meeting

Benton REA would like to see windows as a stand alone measure based on their kWh value.  Requiring insulation measures prior to window insulation, adds audit costs to the measure.  Utilities educate consumers.  Want consumers to have choices.  Did insulation in the 80’s and 90’s - now want to fill in the gaps.  Should be up to the utility. 

From: Larry Dunbar, City of Port Angeles

Windows.  The City does not agree with BPA mandating weatherization first but believes utilities should individually decide to require or recommend it.  When the consumer only receives 20-25 percent off the initial cost to install windows we need to be sensitive to imposing additional costs on them.  In contrast, if the C&RD program provided the lion's share of the cost to install windows we could add burdens to the consumer.

What specifically does full weatherization mean?  For example, at what existing insulation value would additional ceiling insulation not be required?  If the proposal to require full weatherization is mainly due to a high volume of work performed by utilities that do not wish to spend their C&RD that way, there are other simpler solutions.  BPA does not need to make full weatherization a region-wide requirement since it is within a utility's control to require full weatherization before windows.  Local control seems to be more reasonable given our differences in program participation.

Please also recognize that requiring full weatherization before windows places an additional burden on utilities.  Prior to offering a consumer a rebate for windows the utility would need to visit the home and verify a home is fully weatherized.  The City currently only inspects completed installations and the proposed requirement would at least double our field time (some jobs would likely not proceed).  The City does not want any additional burdens imposed to implement the C&RD program.

From:  Dave Johnson, Clallam Co. PUD

The incentive we pay on Energy Star( windows is approximately 20 percent of the cost of installed windows.  The customer pays approximately 80 percent of the cost of the installed windows.  We would prefer to recommend our customers install the more cost effective measures first, but not require it.  

From: Dawn Senger, Energy Specialist, City of Richland
Section 2(d) discusses Energy Star Windows.  The last sentence of the first paragraph states that “…all weatherization measures “shall” be installed prior to the ENERGY STAR Prime Windows.”  The City performs 100 percent inspection of conservation measures as well as providing extensive education regarding conservation measures and potential savings to customers.  The City feels the term “shall” is onerous and the wording should be changed to “should”.

From: Miquette Ihrig, Klickitat PUD
KPUD requires adequate insulation before the customer can install windows.  If the customer has to install all of the WeatherWise spec’s before the windows, it would effectively shut our window program down.  Klickitat County is a large county with most of the residences in rural areas.  The added cost and time of going to the residence more than once is prohibitive, along with the fact that our population has a large unemployment ratio.  We educate our customers to the fact that windows have a long pay back time and that there needs to be reasonable assurance that the heat will not be lost through some other avenue in the home.  The decision on how rigid the prerequisites are for the home should be left up the Utility.

From:  Eugene Rosolie, PNGC

While this change is listed in the technical area clearly it is based solely on policy, and a misguided one at that.  The two reasons BPA list for the changes are: due to high volume claimed in FY 2002, and feedback from utilities with robust weatherization programs.  PNGC Power has already spoken to the first and as to the second since when are program changes for the C&RD based on some “feedback” from unspecified utilities?  Perhaps if BPA would inform us as to what constitutes a “robust” weatherization program and how one gets on the list maybe this would make some sense.  It has also been mentioned that this change is to address a problem particularly with small utilities.  Which leads one to ask why does BPA feel it necessary to make it difficult for small utilities to do energy conservation?  If BPA is concerned that individuals maybe investing incorrectly in Energy Star( Windows then there has to be a better way that does not, pardon the phrase, “throwing the baby out with the bath water.”  Requiring that information be provided to the customer outlining the trade-offs involved is one possible solution.  This particular subject is a good example where BPA should be working with its utility partners to craft solutions.  

From: Darroll Clark, Franklin Co. PUD

All or Nothing concept behind the “all measures ‘shall’ be installed prior to ENERGY STAR( Prime windows".  BPA should not change the “should to a shall”

1. This concept is flawed.  It is based on the premise that BPA should control what people do because only BPA knows what is best for the regional end users and what they should do with their homes.  We want our programs to be Customer centered. 

2. Incentives are seldom the sole reason for the purchase.  Removing choice seldom has appeal to customers.

3. We advise our customers of the best opportunity for saving energy and for saving money and explain the difference.  We advise about the cost effectiveness of measures. I agree we don’t want to go back to the same house again.  But I know this hasn’t stopped us from going back to homes from past program efforts.  

4. I have seen the all or nothing approach imposed before in BPA programs.  This approach does not benefit the region and sacrifices flexibility and customer choice.

5. BPA says that from feedback from the utilities it was decided that this requirement should be reinstated.  Utilities that want to require this certainly can require this.  It doesn’t mean that BPA has to make it a requirement.

FROM: Brent Barclay, Columbia River PUD

WeatherWise specifications and Energy Star( windows:  We believe that replacement windows should remain as a "stand-alone" measure.  Leave it up the implementing utility to incorporate a strategy to encourage, not force, customers to complete most cost-effective measures first and to not leave energy-saving opportunities on the table.  For example, CRPUD utilizes an incentive structure whereby we offer so many cents per square foot per r-value improved for insulation measures and then overlays that with a 50 percent cap. For those homes that qualify for both replacement windows and insulation, we allow the incentive amount over the 50 percent cap to be put towards the windows.  This is commonly referred to as "roll-over" and is an example of using a carrot, not a stick, to accomplish our goals.  We would encourage BPA to concern itself more with the oversight related to the technical merits of efficiency measures and refrain from trying to manipulate the marketing side of the program through policy tweaking.

e) Revision of Utility Heating and Cooling Zones

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

f)  Industrial Motors
Deemed Motors List has been Updated: 

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

3) Proposed Clarifications

a) Reporting- Section 9

Section 9.4 – Audits and Agreed Upon Procedures:

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

b) Site Specific Projects
Monitoring and Verification (M&V) for Site Specific Projects:

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

c) Large Scale Renewable Resources

Retention of Environmental Attributes:

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.

d) Quarterly Updates to the C&RD Program

Bonneville Response:  Bonneville will implement this change as proposed.
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